
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, at al., ) 
) 

Plaintiffs, ) 
) 

v. ) 
) 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, et al . ) 
) 

Defendants. ) 

66 c 1459 

Hon. Marvin E. Aspen 

RECEIVER'S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS' 
EMERGENCY MOTION TO STAY ORDER 

OF MAY 19, 1998, PENDING APPEAL 

Daniel E. Levin and The Habitat Co., Inc., as Receiver, submit the following response 

to Defendants' Emergency Motion To Stay Order of May 19, 1998, Pending Appeal, filed May 

20, 1998 ("May 20 Stay Motion"). As the Court knows, it has been the Receiver's goal to build 

housing, not to litigate with the CHA. The Receiver regrets the need for this entire proceeding. 

Because the SuperNOFA for HOPE VI funding requires prompt action, and because the 

CHA has refused to cooperate in preparing the application as required by this Court's Orders, 

the Receiver was forced to ask the Court for assistance. As stated in the Affidavit of Philip 

Hickman, Ex. C hereto, the Receiver believes that the strongest possible application could easily 

be prepared if the CHA cooperates with the Receiver. A stay of the Court's Order of May 19 

could compromise obtaining funds under the SuperNOFA. 

The Receiver asked for the opportunity to file this brief for two reasons: to correct 

factual errors made by the CHA in its Emergency Motion to Stay, and because of the importance 



--

of a full record and fmdings by this Court to the appellate process that the CHA has begun.!' 

This brief has two parts: factual corrections of, and suggested points about which the Court may 

wish to make fmdings of fact.Y 

I. CORRECTIONS OF FACTUAL MISSTATEMENTS. 

1. CHA implies that this Court's May 20 Order, requiring the CHA to cooperate 

with the Receiver in connection with the HOPE VI application due June 29, 1998, caused a 

meeting between the CHA and the City to break up. May 20 Stay Motion , 1. This statement 

is not correct: 

A. Mr. Shuldiner unilaterally terminated the meeting. See Statement to the Court of Valerie 

Jarrett on May 20, 1998, at 4-5 . ~' 

B. The Receiver had requested to be part of that meeting, but the CHA refused to permit 

the Receiver's participation. See Hickman Afft ,109; Jarrett 5/20 Tr. at 4-5 . 

C. Nothing in the May 20 Order or in prior Court orders required the CHA to terminate the 

May 19 meeting. Rather, the orders compel the CHA to cooperate with the Receiver. 

The proper action would have been to include the Receiver as the Receiver requested. 

D. As shown by the attached Hickman Affidavit, the City and the Receiver are ready, 

willing and able to cooperate with the CHAin producing a strong HOPE VI application. 

1! Given the shortness of time, we have not attempted to correct every factual misstate-
ment in the CHA's May 20 Stay Motion. Much of the Shuldiner Affidavit is based on specula­
tion and/or lacks foundation. Time pressures prevent a detailed analysis of each paragraph. 

?:/ Given the short schedule the Court has set for a ruling, the Receiver thought this listing 
of points for potential findings may be of assistance to the Court, if the Court is so interested. 
Accordingly, we have taken the liberty of preparing proposals, with references to the record. 

~1 Copies of the transcripts of the Court hearings on May 19 and 20 are attached as 
Exhibits A and B hereto. 

- 2 -



2. The CHA criticizes the Court for not "credit[ing] the substance of Mr. Shuldiner's 

affidavit" stating his conclusion that the CHA could not cooperate with the Receiver. It states 

that "[t]here is no factual record before the Court that supports the Court's apparent rejection 

of Mr. Shuldiner's affidavit." May 20 Stay Motion ,4. The criticism of the Court is incorrect. 

A. Mr. Shuldiner's affidavit was not filed in the District Court and presented until it was 

attached to the May 20 Stay Motion. The Court did not have before it the Affidavit, and 

could neither credit nor discredit it. The Affidavit was filed first in the Court of Appeals 

on May 19 without giving this Court an opportunity to consider it. 

B. With respect to the alleged lack of a factual record, the Affidavits submitted by the 

Receiver in the past two months address many of the contentions in the Shuldiner Affida­

vit, as described in further detail below. Additional evidence is submitted herewith. 

Moreover, the Court's experience of over ten years with the Receiver's performance in 

this case, and the relative lack of contentiousness from the CHA that preceded the recent 

conduct of its current director, provide an ample basis for the Court's conclusion that 

everyone other than Mr. Shuldiner has been able to work with the Receiver. 

3. The CHA incorrectly states that "[t]he Receiver's approach to planning a HOPE 

VI development project would have to be to enforce the Injunction's remedy, which is to achieve 

racial integration through the movement of public housing families into the General Area. " May 

20 Stay Motion ,6. It then states that the Receiver's supposed approach cannot be reconciled 

with the congressional mandate of HOPE VI. The parties have already argued extensively, and 

this Court has already made fmdings, that there is no incompatibility between this Court's orders 

and the HOPE VI statute, see Feb. 23 Order, and that under HOPE VI, all housing need not be 
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built in the exact neighborhood where old housing is being demolished. In addition, we wish 

to correct the CHA's mischaracterization of what "the Receiver's approach would have to be." 

A. Much of the May 20 Stay Motion and the Shuldiner Affidavit rests upon the false pre-

mise that in all circumstances 50% of units must be built in the General Area and that 

the Receiver will insist upon such terms in any HOPE VI application. The CHA ignores 

this Court's past approval of the flexible Revitalizing Area concept, with the support and 

participation of the Receiver, the plaintiffs and the CHA, to permit development within 

the Limited Areas under the HOPE VI program. See Hickman Affidavit ,,93-94. 

B. In connection with the imminent HOPE VI application under the SuperNOFA, it is not 

the "Receiver's approach" to insist on construction of 50% of replacement units in the 

General Area. Rather, it is the Receiver's intention, which we understand is shared by 

plaintiffs' counsel, see Hickman Aff't ,93, to seek a Revitalizing Area designation for 

the redevelopment of ABLA Homes as part of the SuperNOFA application. 

4. In trying to support its argument that the goals and requirements of HOPE VI con-

flict with this Court's previous remedial orders, the May 20 Motion and Shuldiner Affidavit 

create the false and misleading impression that the prior HOPE VI applications did not comply 

with this Court's orders and that the goals of the HOPE VI Program cannot be reconciled with 

this Court's orders. See, ~. May 20 Motion ,,5-7; Shuldiner Affidavit ,,12-14. 

A. The CHA's current argument is contrary to Mr. Shuldiner's February 27, 1998 e-mail, 

attached to the April 7 Hickman Aff't. There, Mr. Shuldiner referred to the Court's 

February 23 Order and said: 

All Judge Aspen said is that locational restrictions apply as we have as­
sumed that they do throughout. We asked that they not, and he said no, 
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they do. Judge Aspen did not break new ground, he maintained the status 
quo. [Emphasis added.] 

B. In part because of the CHA's allegations about its HOPE VI applications, the plaintiffs 

asked the CHA to produce the applications.~' Given the shortness of time, the Receiver 

and plaintiffs have only had time to review the applications quickly and to copy excerpts, 

which are attached hereto as Exhibit D. Those excerpts establish that in prior HOPE VI 

applications, the CHA repeatedly referred to the Gautreaux case requirements and to the 

use of the Revitalizing Area designation to comply. The excerpts demonstrate that there 

is no incompatibility between the HOPE VI program and this Court's orders. Indeed, 

at one point CHA melds the two, referring to the "Gautreaux HOPE VI Program." Here 

are some illustrative quotations (emphasis added): 

• From the 1996 Homer HOPE VI Application at 13: 

Two hundred of the units are being built back on site of the demolished 
units (lessening the density by about 60%) and 266 units are being provi­
ded by new construction on scattered vacant, in-ftll sites or acquisition and 
rehabilitation of vacant and existing properties in the surrounding com­
munities. These sites were the subject of a court approved waiver under 
the Gautreaux Desegregation case and have been determined to be "Revi­
talizing Areas" under the provisions of that case. As a condition of the 
waiver, the replacement housing units are to be for "mixed" income occu­
pancy (50% of the residents must earn 50% or less of median income and 
50% of the residents must earn 51 % to 80% of the median income). 

• From the 1996 Homer HOPE VI Application at 14 

The proposed on site replacement units for the to be demolished public 
housing units would be provided as follows: 

~~ The Receiver had made previous requests for at least some of the applications. When 
the CHA refused to produce the applications, even though it was relying upon them in support 
of its May 20 Stay Motion, on May 20, 1998 the Court granted plaintiffs' emergency oral 
motion to compel the CHA to produce the applications "forthwith." 
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* * * * * 
The units will avoid or lessen concentrations of very low-income families 
by requesting a Gautreaux Revitalizing Waiver to permit 50% of the units 
to be provided to very low income families and 50% to families earning 
51 to 80% of area median income. 

• From the 1996 Homer HOPE VI Application at 68 

The contract with The Habitat Company as development manager will 
enhance the CHA ability to control costs and expand the supply of housing 
more quickly. Habitat is currently in the process of developing 466 
Replacement Units at Homer and will provide continuity between the 
existing Replacement Program and the Gautreaux HOPE VI Program. 

• From the 1993 Cabrini-Green Application 

The proposed new units will be built on scattered sites in community areas 
around the Cabrini-Green, and in other sites throughout the Chicago 
Metropolitan area, in accordance with the Consent Decree (and subsequent 
orders) of the Gautreaux litigation. 

5. The CHA makes several statements questioning the Receiver's "attributes" and 

qualifications to prepare a successful HOPE VI application. See May 20 Stay Motion ,18. 

A. The "attributes" of the Receiver are substantial. Apart from the Receiver's substantial 

experience in housing development, the Receiver has prepared over 80 development 

proposals that HUD has approved during the Receivership, has participated in two of the 

CHA's past HOPE VI applications, and is familiar with the HOPE VI process. Indeed, 

the Receiver has developed 2,200 units of public housing since the beginning of the 

Receivership. Hickman Affidavit ,,100-01; Levin Afft ,Hl-15. 

B. The CHA overstates its successes in its prior HOPE VI applications and omits an 

important fact. Two of the approved applications were submitted with the input and 

assistance of the Receiver (and, as described below, the CHA expressly relied upon the 

Receiver's capabilities and accomplishments to HUD, as evidence of the strength of its 
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applications). The CHA fails to mention, however, that in 1997 the CHA unilaterally 

submitted a HOPE VI application to HUD without including the Receiver. HUD rejected 

the application. Hickman Afft 1104; Jarrett Aff't ,,14-17. 

C. In the Taylor application, CHA advised the Receiver that it was not applying for con­

struction of public housing. Hickman Aff't ,,58-62. 

D. The premise of the May 20 Stay Motion and the Shuldiner Affidavit is that CHA can pro­

duce a stronger application, more likely to be successful, if it is allowed to do so by 

itself and relieved of this Court's orders to cooperate with the Receiver. However, 

HUD's decisions concerning funding applications are influenced by its view of the capa­

bilities of the recipient. See SuperNOFA, 63 F.R. 15579. In two prior successful 

HOPE VI awards, HUD was informed that the Receiver would be functioning as devel­

opment manager. In the application rejected last year, CHA sought funds without the 

Receiver. The CHA has not yet built any housing out of the HOPE VI awards from 

which it has excluded the Receiver. Hickman Afft ,1102-04. 

E. The most competitive application would be one prepared with the full cooperation and 

constructive involvement of the CHA, the Receiver and the City, not one prepared 

unilaterally by the CHA without regard to the requirements of this Court. Hickman 

Affidavit ,91. 

6. The CHA claims that it has "lost confidence in the receiver." Shuldiner Affidavit 

121. It alludes without evidentiary support to "basic factors as the design and suitability of the 

units that have been and are being developed by the receiver, and the cost of those units." Id. 

Accordingly, the CHA claims that if it loses the appeal, it will file a motion in this Court to 
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terminate the Receivership or to modify the Receivership order of 1987 to carve out HOPE VI. 

Id. ,22. This puts the Receiver in the awkward position of responding to a vague and unsuppor-

ted accusation of malfeasance that might be asserted in a motion that has not yet been filed. 

However, a brief response is warranted: 

A. If the CHA had moved to dissolve or modify the Receivership, it would have been re-

quired to prove its assertions and to demonstrate its own ability to develop and build 

housing. 

B. Unsubstantiated accusations in a motion that has not been made are not entitled to any 

weight and do not provide grounds to disobey the Court's Orders)/ 

D. The CHA complains that the Court entered the May 20 Order without giving the CHA 

a chance to "contest the applicability of the Receiver Order to HOPE VI programs" and 

without giving it "a hearing on the qualifications of the Receiver to fulfill its current 

responsibilities, to prepare a HOPE VI application, and to make any decisions regarding 

the location of replacement housing." May 20 Stay Motion ,20. This is incorrect and 

backwards. The parties have briefed extensively the applicability of the Receiver Order 

to HOPE VI programs, a matter that is quite clear from the Order in any event. No 

hearing on the Receiver's "qualifications" is required, since the August 14, 1987 Order 

clearly applies to the HOPE VI program, as this Court has ruled.2' 

?.' The fact that a party threatens to make a motion if an appeal is unsuccessful, i.e., if this 
Court's orders are right, can hardly be a basis for a stay, which requires the moving party to 
demonstrate a likelihood that it will be successful on appeal. 

2' In any event, the CHA presents no evidence that the Receiver does not possess the 
stated qualifications. The matters are well within the Receiver's expertise and are precisely the 
sort of thing it has been doing throughout the Receivership. See Hickman Aff't ,,100-01. 

(continued ... ) 
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E. As noted above, when it was applying for HOPE VI funds from HUD in 1996 for 

Homer, the CHA lauded the Receiver 's performance and abilities, citing them as reasons 

why HUD should award the funds. Again, we quote excerpts obtained yesterday from 

the Homer application that CHA refused to produce until compelled by this Court. It 

is in the context of praising Habitat that the CHA refers , as noted above, to the 

"Gautreaux HOPE VI Program": 

From Page 47: 

Habitat (as receiver) 

Implementation of the program can begin quickly under the development 
management of The Habitat Company since they are fully operational as 
Receiver for CHA's Scattered Site Program. 

From Page 48: 

In 1987, The Habitat Company was appointed by the Federal Court as 
Receiver for CHA's Scattered Site (non-elderly) Housing Program. The 
last of the 1,608 units (approximately 250) are currently under construc­
tion. Based on Habitat's experience and success in completing these pro­
grams in a cost-effective and timely manner. the company is also under 
contract to CHA in joint venture with CMHDC, an affiliate of CHA. to 
develop 375 units under the "Demonstration Program. " Habitat is respon­
sible for the acquisition of land, planning. development. construction 
management and all related accounting functions . 

From Page 68: 

§.' ( • •• continued) 

a. The CHA will contract with The Habitat Company as develop­
ment manager for the implementation of the HOPE VI program (Homer 
and Brooks Extension) . The Habitat Company is a full service real estate 
brokerage, management and development company. Habitat is the court 

The Receiver was appointed in the first place, with the consent of the CHA, precisely because 
it is well-experienced and qualified to handle housing development matters, of which HOPE VI 
is the latest example. 
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appointed receiver for the development of The Chicago Housing Authori­
ty 's Scattered Site (non-elderly) program. Under this program, Habitat 
has completed over 1,350 units and has additional 330 units under con­
struction. Habitat will be responsible for implementing the plan contained 
in this application. The fmancial arrangement will be similar to that 
approved by HUD for development as the Receiver. 

b. The contract with The Habitat Company as development 
manager will enhance the CHA ability to control costs and expand the 
supply of housing more quickly. Habitat is currently in the process of 
developing 466 Replacement Units at Homer and will provide continuity 
between the existing Replacement Program and the Gautreaux HOPE VI 
Program. 

F. If the CHA ever does file a motion to terminate or modify the Receivership, the Receiver 

would present substantial evidence of its accomplishments over the past 101/2 years . In 

addition to accomplishing one of the main goals of the Receivership -- getting the 

housing built -- the Receiver has been recognized by others for the quality of its work. 

In January 1998, HUD Secretary Cuomo conferred the Secretary's Platinum Award on 

the Homer Homes Redevelopment Program. The Receiver is the developer for this $50 

million program. Also, the Receiver 's scattered site program received the Urban Land 

Institute's Award of Excellence in 1996. See Hickman Affidavit 1106. 

7. Paragraph 21 of the Shuldiner Affidavit states that "the receiver has told the CHA 

that it is not feasible to build additional public housing units in the General Area. " That is 

untrue. See Hickman Affidavit 1108. In fact, the Receiver has acquired units within the last 

90 days in the General Area and has other units currently in the pipeline. Id. 

8. Contrary to the statements and implications alleged in Paragraph 15 of the 

Shuldiner Affidavit, neither the Receiver 's participation in the HOPE VI application process nor 

any requirement of this Court will constrict tenant choice or participation. Rather, in com-
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bination with scattered site units and Section 8 vouchers, choices available to residents at ABLA 

under the forthcoming application would be as broad as the choices that were available to 

residents, and approved by the Court, for the Homer and North Kenwood Areas. The Receiver 

fully intends to solicit the participation and input of ABLA residents as required by the HOPE 

VI program. Mr. Shuldiner's implication that the Receiver is seeking to constrict tenant choice 

or involvement is untrue. Hickman Affidavit ,95, 99. 

II. PROPOSED FACTUAL MATTERS THAT THE COURT 
MAY WISH TO MAKE THE SUBJECT OF FINDINGS. 

The Receiver believes the following matters may be appropriate for factual fmdings by 

the Court. The fmdings are supported by the Affidavits and Exhibits on record (including on 

the plaintiffs' Motion for Further Reliet)1' and on the meetings before the Court.~~ 

1. The Receiver has not attempted to usurp the powers of the CHA. 5/19 Tr. at 11. 

Instead, the Receiver's actions have been consistent with this Court's Order of August 14, 1987, 

appointing the Receiver. No evidence has been presented to the contrary. 

2. The last contested peaceable status quo prior to the CHA's institution of hostilities 

in late 1996 was that the Receiver was involved in the HOPE VI application and construction 

process as the CHA's development manager for HOPE VI housing projects. Hickman Aff't 

,,17-57 & Exs. 1-26; April?, 1998 Hickman Aff't ,2 & Ex. thereto; 3/31 Levin Aff't ,,16-22. 

3. HUD has previously awarded HOPE VI grants to the CHA with the Receiver par-

ticipating, Hickman Aff't ,,17-57, 97, and has awarded them based on compliance with the 

1' The Court ruled today the motion was moot, with an invitation to the Receiver to refile 
it. 

~~ Under Rule 43(e), the Court has discretion to tailor the proceedings to the realities 
surrounding the motion. 
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Gautreaux locational requirements. Plaintiffs' 5/21 Response; Hickman Aff't ,,94-96. The 

CHA has made no showing that including the Receiver, or complying with Gautreaux would 

jeopardize funding. 

4. The Receiver has offered to cooperate with the CHAin the June 29, 1998 HOPE 

VI SuperNOFA application, and sought the CHA's assistance. May 18 Emergency Motion Ex. 

A. The City of Chicago is willing to work with the Receiver and the CHA to prepare the 

SuperNOFA Application. Hickman Aff't 185-89; 5/20 Jarrett Tr. at 4-5. 

5. A SuperNOFA application filed jointly by the CHA and the Receiver would not 

preclude tenant input. Hickman Afft 199. 

6. The Court ruled on February 23 that the HOPE VI program did not preclude com-

pliance with Gautreaux's locational requirements. In addition, in view of the availability of the 

"revitalitizing area" concept, it is possible to accommodate Gautreaux objectives without 1-for-1 

building in the general area. 

7. The Court cannot predict in advance its ruling on a revitalizing area designation 

for ABLA, but has approved three such applications in the past. The Court has inspected the 

results of those applications, including a tour of some of the housing, and they appear to have 

worked in a successful manner. While the CHA has alleged that the Receiver is not competent 

to build housing under HOPE VI, the Receiver has presented evidence of its competence, Levin 

Afft 1111-15; Hickman Afft 11100-01, 106, and the CHA has presented no evidence to the 

contrary. 
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8. The Receiver has built over 1,600 units of scattered site housing and over 133 

units of replacement housing since 1987. Hundreds of additional units are under construction. 

Levin Aff't ,,13-15; Hickman Aff't ,171-72. 

9. Contrary to the CHA's assertions, it is not clear that the Receiver may not choose 

to site some additional units of public housing in the General Area. Some land for housing in 

the General Area was recently purchased by the Receiver. Hickman Aff't ,108. 

10. The CHA has not demonstrated to the Court any capacity to develop new units . 

In the past, the CHA has been given two demonstration projects, but has not successfully 

completed its work. Indeed, much of that work was then reassigned to the Receiver. Hickman 

Aff't ,,76-80. The CHA has not yet built any housing units from the funding it received from 

HOPE VI applications from which it excluded the Receiver. Hickman Aff't ,,102-03 . 

11. In connection with redevelopment at Cabrini-Green, the Receiver filed an 

application for innovative long-term market rate rental program known as Mohawk-North. 

Hickman Afft ,,50-53. 

12. One factor HUD will consider in awarding the HOPE VI SuperNOFA is proven 

development capacity. 63 F.R. 15580 (Ex. D to May 18 Emerg. Motion) . The Receiver, work­

ing with the CHA, is in a better position than the CHA by itself to make a competitive HOPE 

VI application. This is confirmed, inter alia, by statements in the CHA's prior HOPE VI appli­

cations emphasizing the quality of the Receiver's work, Receiver's 5/21 Response Ex. D, as well 

as by the CHA's failure to receive an award of HOPE VI funds for ABLA when it applied with­

out the Receiver in 1997, Hickman Afft ,104. (When the CHA applied for HOPE VI funds 

without the Receiver in 1997, it was over the Receiver's objections. Jarrett Afft ,,14-18.) 
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13. The CHA has not provided information willingly to the Receiver. As one 

example, the Receiver only learned about the CHA's plans to build housing at the Darrow 

development, in a limited area, by accident. Jarrett Afft ,,5-8. As another example, the CHA 

has failed to provide accurate and truthful information to the Receiver about the scope of the 

Taylor proposal . Hickman Aff't ,,58-62; Gautreaux plaintiffs' response, flled today (inspection 

of CHA HOPE VI documents showed Taylor application included on-site and off-site replace­

ment housing). Further, the plaintiffs and the Receiver had to obtain a Court Order on May 20, 

1998 to cause CHA to tum over public documents reflecting prior HOPE VI applications, upon 

which CHA was relying in its motion for a stay. 

14. All of these circumstances lead to the conclusion that the CHA is not acting in 

good faith to cooperate with Receiver, as it is obligated to do. 

15. The CHA has expressed its unwillingness to comply with the desegregation re-

quirements of the Gautreaux litigation. March 18 Levin Aff't ,2-4 and Ex. A. 

16. Although the CHA has stated for several months that it may flle a motion toter-

minate the Receivership, it has not done so. It has also not submitted any evidence that would 

justify termination at this time. 

17. In determining the public interest for purposes of the Stay Motion, CHA shows 

neither the capacity nor the willingness to act in a manner consistent with Court's Orders in 

building and desegregating new non-elderly housing. Therefore, the public interest weighs in 

favor of denying a stay, and requiring the CHA to work with the Receiver and the City to pre­

pare the HOPE VI applications. 
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Date: May 21, 1998 

Michael L. Shakman 
Barry A. Miller 
Edward W. Feldman 

Respectfully submitted; 

One of the Counsel for Daniel E. Levin and 
The Habitat Company, as Receiver Pursuant 
to the Court's Order of August 14, 1987 

Miller, Shakman, Hamilton, Kurtzon & Schlifke 
208 South LaSalle Street 
Suite 1100 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
(312) 263-3700 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned, an attorney, hereby certifies that on May 21, 1998 he served a copy of the 

Receiver's Response To Defendants' Emergency Motion to Stay Order of May 19, 1998, Pending 

Appeal on the parties listed below by causing a true and correct copy to be delivered to them via 

messenger delivery at their respective addresses as indicated below: 

Susan Getzendanner, Esq. 
Nancy Eisenhauer, Esq. 
Skadden, Arps, Slate, 
Meagher & Flam (Illinois) 
333 West Wacker Drive 
Suite 2100 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Dated: May 21, 1998 

Alexander Polikoff, Esq. 
Business and Professional 
People for the Public Interest 
17 E. Monroe Street 
Suite 212 
Chicago, IL 60603 

Edward W. Feldman 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

1 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., Docket No. 66 C 1459 
No. 66 C 1460 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. Chicago, Illinois 
May 19, 1998 

SAMUEL R. PIERCE, et al., 9:30 o ' clock a.m. 

APPEARANCES: 

Defendants. 

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS - STATUS 
BEFORE THE HON. MARVIN E. ASPEN 

For the Plaintiffs: MILLER, SHAKMAN, HAMILTON, 
KURTZON & SCHLIFKE 

For Defendant CHA: 

BY: MR. MICHAEL L. SHAKMAN 
MR. EDWARD FELDMAN 

(208 South LaSalle Street 
Suite 1100 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

and 

MR. ALEXANDER POLIKOFF 
Business and Professional 
People for the Public Interest 
(17 East Monroe Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60603) 

SKADDEN, ARPS, SLATE, 
MEAGHER & FLOM 
BY: MS. NANCY EISENHAUER 
(333 West Wacker Drive 
Chicago, Illinois 60606) 

MS. MARY M. GALLAGHER 
Official Court Reporter 

219 South Dearborn Street 
Room No. 2524A 

Chicago, Illinois 60604 
(312) 663-0049 
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1 THE CLERK: 66 C 1459, Gautreaux et al., versus CHA . 

2 MS. EISENHAUER: Good morning, your Honor. Nancy 

3 Eisenhauer for CHA and Joseph Shuldiner. 

4 THE COURT: Good morning. 

5 MR . SHARMAN: Good morning, Judge. Mike Shakman and 

6 Eddie Feldman for the Receiver . 

7 

8 

9 

10 

THE COURT: Good morning. 

MR. POLIKOFF: Good morning, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Polikoff. 

MR. SHARMAN: Judge, this is the motion by the 

11 Receiver for emergency relief in connection with the HOPE VI 

12 application which we hope to file in cooperation with the CHA, 

13 if possible, by June 29, which is the deadline established by 

14 HUD for submission of applications. 

15 We view it as an emergency because we have been unable 

16 to obtain a response from the CHA to our request for 

17 cooperation and information needed to move forward with the 

18 application. 

19 The City of Chicago has indicated that it supports the 

20 principle of a joint application, will work with us on it. 

21 There is up to $35 million in funding for housing and for other 

22 services that's potentially available. 

23 Mr. Levin and his colleagues, Valerie Jarrett, who's 

24 in court today, and the others of the Receiver's staff are most 

25 concerned that the opportunity to obtain this kind of funding 
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1 for the city not be lost because of lack of cooperation, and 

2 for that reason we have filed the motion. 

3 I could go into greater detail but I know you read 

4 these things. 

5 THE COURT: Any response? 

6 MS. EISENHAUER: First two factual matters -- or one 

7 factual matter. 

8 We're not aware of a response from the City of Chicago 

9 to this. I'm not saying it hasn't happened; I just want you to 

10 know the CHA has not been informed of that. 

11 More importantly, we filed a motion to stay in the 

12 Seventh Circuit this morning. I 

13 THE COURT: Has it been granted? 

14 MS. EISENHAUER: We filed it this morning. We --

15 THE COURT: All right. Well, the case is still here, 

16 so I'm not really concerned about that. 

17 MS. EISENHAUER: I'm just informing you we did. And 

18 in connection with that motion to stay we filed an affidavit of 

19 Joe Shuldiner in which he states the CHA will not be able to 

20 prepare a timely or competitive application before the June 

21 28th deadline if it is forced to work with the Receiver, and 

22 because of that the CHA and the City of Chicago may lose up to 

23 $35 million worth of funding. 

24 Second of all, the issues raised by the Receiver here 

25 are the same issues raised by the plaintiffs in the motion for 
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1 further relief, which we believe requires briefing on the scope 

2 of the receivership order and also hearing from Mr. Shuldiner 

3 to present his views on the topic and his description of his 

4 actions. 

5 And third, in the response to the motion to clarify 

6 that the plaintiffs filed with this Court, they wrote that the 

7 applicability of the judgment order cannot be determined 

8 definitely at the HOPE VI application stage; that is at page 8 

9 of their response. Because of that statement and for other 

10 reasons, we would argue that this injunction is too vague to be 

11 enforced against the CHA in this context. 

12 MR. SHAKMAN: I would like to briefly respond, unless 

13 Mr. Polikoff wants to say something? 

14 MR. POLIKOFF: No. 

15 MR. SHAKMAN: First of all, I want to note that we 

16 have not received a response to Dan Levin's letter to the 

17 Receiver that he wrote on May 5th or to my letter to 

18 Mr. Butler, general counsel of the CHA, that I wrote last 

19 Friday. The only response is the filing of a motion for a 

20 stay, which indicates that the CHA, as counsel has said, has 

21 concluded that it can't work with the Receiver. I don't 

22 understand why that couldn't have been communicated by a phone 

23 call to Mr. Levin or a letter to me or a phone call to me. 

24 So I want to raise a question because it seems to me 

25 that the fact that that conclusion had been reached but not 
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1 communicated to us illustrates in part some of the problems we 

2 are having in our relationship with the CHA. We were entitled 

3 to be told that and we shouldn't have had to file a motion with 

4 this Court to receive that information. 

5 In terms of the connection between the motion for 

6 further relief and this motion, all I can say is Mr. Polikoff, 

7 representing the plaintiffs, does what he deems appropriate 

8 representing his clients. 

9 Mr. Levin operates as the Court's agent. He has 

10 duties the Court has entrusted to him and he is attempting to 

ll carry those out. Mr. Levin, as I am sure the Court knows, is 

12 not by nature a litigious man or a confrontational man. His 

13 staff shares his views. We are here only because nothing else 

14 seems to hold promise for moving this process forward. 

15 In terms of the application of the judgment order for 

16 HOPE VI, we are here seeking to enforce the 1987 order 

17 appointing the Receiver and the cooperation requires that that 

18 order imposes upon the CHA. 

19 Whether or not the HOPE VI order is stayed, no effort 

20 has been made to stay the 1987 order appointing the Receiver, 

21 no effort is being made to stay the obligations of the CHA to 

22 cooperate with the Receiver as specified in that order. 

23 So for those reasons, I would suggest that Ms. 

24 Eisenhauer's comments really aren't addressed in the merits of 

25 this motion. 



MS. EISENHAUER: May I respond to that? 

THE COURT: Sure. 

6 

1 

2 

3 MS. EISENHAUER: First, on the point of has the CHA 

4 advised the Receiver that they can't work with them on these 

5 applications, the CHA believes it has been advising the 

6 Receiver of that for several months now. 

7 Part of the reason the CHA believes that it will not 

8 be able to file a timely application, that was not simply 

9 because it cannot work with the Receiver but because of the 

10 information that would need to be compiled and the fact that it 

11 appears that the Receiver and the CHA have different views on 

12 what HOPE VI requires and what the Gautreaux injunction 

13 requires. And for that reason any negotiation would not come 

14 to anything except for the same disputes that have been going 

15 on in this Court repeatedly. 

16 Second, I understand it's the Receiver's motion. My 

17 only point with regard to the motion for further relief is that 

18 it raises the same underlying issues, and one of those issues 

19 is whether the 1987 order applies to HOPE VI, whether this 

20 Court's February 25th order envisions that the 1987 order 

21 necessarily applies. 

22 As you know, the CHA has argued from the beginning 

23 that the conclusion that you reached on February 25th does not 

24 necessarily lead to the conclusion that the Receiver is drawing 

25 today here with regard to the 1987 order. And again, we've 
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1 raised that issue repeatedly in the past month, at least. 

2 MR. SHAKMAN: One comment, if the Court -- if counsel 

3 is done? 

4 MS. EISENHAUER: Yes. 

5 MR. SHAKMAN: If the CHA believes that the August 14, 

6 1987 order appointing the Receiver should be modified, the CHA 

7 has been free to make that motion for these many months that 

8 this issue has been percolating in this Court and it's elected 

9 not to make that motion. Therefore, the Court has not had an 

10 opportunity to address such a motion. 

11 So we, as the Receiver, are operating under the duties 

12 imposed upon us by the Court and we willingly accept it in 

13 trying to carry out those duties. 

14 THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Polikoff, do you have anything 

15 you want to say? 

16 MR. POLIKOFF: No, your Honor. 

17 THE COURT: Well, I am concerned that Mr. Shuldiner 

18 feels that he can't go along with the Receiver. I find that 

19 disturbing and I find that surprising because everyone else 

20 involved in this litigation through the years, other than 

21 Mr. Shuldiner, has had no problem getting along with the 

22 Receiver. 

23 But my focus is not on whether he can get along with 

24 the Receiver or not. My focus is whether or not everyone, 

25 including the CHA, complies with the orders of this Court, the 
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1 orders that I have issued thus far and the orders that I will 

2 issue in the future. I expect Mr. Shuldiner to comply with 

3 those orders, whether or not he feels that it's an impediment 

4 to follow my orders because he can't get along -- or feels he 

5 can't get along with the Receiver. 

6 I will issue an order, and as long as the Seventh 

7 Circuit has not changed my order it's a viable order and I 

8 expect Mr. Shuldiner to comply with it. If he does not comply 

9 with it, I will do what I have to do to make him comply with 

10 it. I hope you will give him that message. 

11 Thank you. 

12 MS. EISENHAUER: Your Honor, could I ask a question? 

13 I just want to clarify that it is not that 

14 Mr. Shuldiner has some problem with the Receiver, refuses to 

15 work with him on a personal level. It is that he believes and 

16 the CHA believes that the 1997 order does not and the 

17 February 25th order does not necessarily lead to the conclusion 

18 that the CHA must turn over authority for this program to the 

19 Receiver, and that's the basis for the objection. 

20 THE COURT: Well, if that belief conflicts with the 

21 orders of this Court, then Mr. Shuldiner will have to opt to 

22 follow the orders of this Court. You know, we're not in a 

23 lawless society where somebody has their own views as to the 

24 law or the construction of an agreement and can follow those if 

25 there is a Court order to the contrary. 
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1 Mr. Shuldiner is not reluctant to appeal my orders and 

2 I hold no animosity toward anyone who appeals one of my orders. 

3 But until and unless an order of the Court has been overturned 

4 by a reviewing court, I expect that order to be followed, 

5 regardless of Mr. Shuldiner's personal views as to how he 

6 thinks the law ought to operate. And please convey that to 

7 

8 

9 

him. 

10 I may. 

Thank you. 

MR. SHAKMAN: Your Honor, I have one other request, if 

11 It's fairly apparent that the proceedings are under 

12 way, that additional appeals may be taken to the Seventh 

13 Circuit. There is law in the Seventh Circuit that the Receiver 

14 needs the approval of the appointing court to participate in 

15 the appellate process. We would, therefore, ask permission to 

16 participate in any pending or future appeals from this 

17 collection of issues. 

18 THE COURT: All right. I will enter an order to that 

19 effect. 

20 MR. SHAKMAN: Thank you, Judge. 

21 MS. EISENHAUER: Your Honor, can I make one more 

22 comment? 

23 I would just like to say that Joseph Shuldiner 

24 certainly intends to comply with this Court's orders. He does 

25 have obligations under state statutes and under -- that he's 
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1 already made to HUD, and he believes that the orders as 

2 interpreted by the Receiver are in conflict with those other 

3 obligations that he has. 

4 Second of all, I certainly understand your point, and 

5 Joseph Shuldiner does as well, that he must comply with orders 

6 of this Court. We do not read any of the orders of this court 

7 to require CHA to turn over responsibility for this program to 

8 the Receiver. 

9 THE COURT: If there are any problems with the 

10 construction of any of my orders, obviously it will be brought 

11 to my attention and I will make it perfectly clear for 

12 Mr. Shuldiner. 

13 MS. EISENHAUER: We believe that we brought that issue 

14 to your attention in connection with the briefing on the motion 

15 for further relief. 

16 MR. POLIKOFF: Your Honor, might I add one word if Ms. 

17 Eisenhauer is finished? 

18 THE COURT: Yes. 

19 MR. POLIKOFF: The rhetoric of turning over this 

20 program to the Receiver that's been used in the briefs and 

21 responded to, is not an accurate characterization of what is 

22 involved, and I didn't want my silence to --

23 THE COURT: I agree with you, Mr. Polikoff, and I 

24 should have said something as well. That's Mr. Shuldiner's 

25 pique at having to follow the orders of the Court and that's 
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1 the language he uses. 

2 Go ahead. I didn't mean to interrupt. 

3 MR. POLIKOFF: No. That's all I wanted to say. 

4 MR. SHAKMAN: Your Honor, I will second that. 

5 The whole thrust of Mr. Levin's approach to this issue 

6 and Mr. Shuldiner has been that this should be done on a 

7 cooperative, joint basis, not that Mr. Levin should scoop up 

8 all the responsibility and run away from it and not permit the 

9 CHA to participate. 

10 THE COURT: Mr. Levin has never done anything in the 

11 past, nor have I found any of his actions in the recent 

12 brouhaha to indicate that he wants to usurp any of 

13 Mr. Shuldiner's authorities. 

14 On the contrary, I find that Mr. Shuldiner has thus 

15 far indicated that he would rather contest every aspect of the 

16 relationship between the Receiver rather than attempt to 

17 cooperate. And to the extent that I can, I will straighten it 

18 out when I rule on the motions. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. SHAKMAN: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

(Which were all the proceedings had at the hearing of 

the within cause on the day and date hereof.) 
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1 THE CLERK: 66 C 1459, Gautreaux versus CHA. 

2 MS. GETZENDANNER: Good afternoon, Judge. 

3 THE COURT: Good afternoon. 

4 MS. GETZENDANNER: Susan Getzendanner and Nancy 

5 Eisenhauer for the movants, and Mr. Butler is here from the 

6 CHA. 

7 If you have read the papers, Judge, we will rely on 

8 our papers. 

9 

10 

MR. POLIKOFF: Alex Polikoff for the plaintiffs. 

MR. MILLER: Barry Miller and Edward Feldman for the 

11 Receiver. Ms. Jarrett is here on behalf of the Receiver. 

12 THE COURT: Proceed. It's your motion. 

13 MS. GETZENDANNER: Judge, I said, if you have read the 

14 papers, we will rely on them. 

15 

16 

THE COURT: I'm sorry. I didn't hear you. 

Any response? 

17 MR. POLIKOFF: Yes, your Honor. 

18 Maybe we will defer to the Receiver for starters but 

19 reserve the opportunity. 

20 THE COURT: All right. 

21 MR. MILLER: Your Honor, we would like an opportunity 

22 to respond in writing by either first thing Friday or the end 

23 of the day tomorrow. The reason for that is there are factual 

24 errors in the CHA's filing that, in our view, cry out for 

25 correction, and we would like to put that in the record here 
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1 before it goes up to the Seventh Circuit. It may help the 

2 Court of Appeals if your Honor has made factual findings on 

3 some of these issues and that might help in their understanding 

4 of this matter. 

5 Your Honor ought to know that they have filed this 

6 afternoon an expedited motion in the Seventh Circuit for 

7 expedited consideration of their motion for a stay before you 

8 have ruled on this motion for a stay. 

9 

10 

MS. GETZENDANNER: No, no. 

MS. EISENHAUER: We did not. 

11 MR. MILLER: You just served it? 

12 MS. GETZENDANNER: We just gave it to you as a 

13 courtesy. 

14 MR. MILLER: Okay. Thank you. I apologise. 

15 Some of the points we would like to make go to the 

16 ability of the Receiver to cooperate and accomplish the matters 

17 that have to be accomplished. And if Ms. Jarrett could address 

18 you for a minute to inform the Court of some of the points we 

19 would like to put in more detail in writing, we thought that 

20 would be useful. 

21 MS. GETZENDANNER: Judge, we did file notice of 

22 appeal, so the order is on appeal and we view it as final. 

23 THE COURT: My order of yesterday is on appeal? 

24 MS. GETZENDANNER: Yes. 

25 THE COURT: Ms. Jarrett? 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 MS. JARRETT: Thank you, your Honor. Good afternoon. 

2 Four quick points, your Honor. First I wanted to 

3 inform you that last Friday the Habitat Company 

4 representatives, Alex Polikoff and representatives from the 

5 City of Chicago, had a meeting that I would describe as very 

6 constructive, focusing on this HOPE VI application and looking 

7 at the ABLA area, one where the city is currently engaged in a 

8 very expansive redevelopment program, as an area that we should 

9 examine for potential for the HOPE VI application. so on a 

10 positive note, that was a very constructive meeting. 

11 Second point, at that meeting representatives from 

12 Habitat were informed that a meeting was scheduled for 

13 yesterday between the city and CHA, a meeting that Habitat was 

14 specifically not invited to attend, again to focus on the HOPE 

15 VI application for ABLA. 

16 We understand that at the meeting yesterday, when your 

17 order was received by Joe Shuldiner, he terminated the meeting 

18 and broke off discussions with the city on the ABLA 

19 application. 

20 And the final point I would make this afternoon -- or 

21 this morning, rather, I had a phone call from Commissioner 

22 Stash (phonetic), the Commissioner of Housing, inviting Mr. 

23 Levin and I to attend a meeting this Friday, one to which he 

24 was also inviting Joe Shuldiner, to see if there was a way that 

25 the city, Habitat and the CHA could work together to prepare 
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1 this application. 

2 On behalf of Habitat, we certainly are very interested 

3 -- we are completely confident that we can prepare a 

4 competitive application with the city's involvement and also 

5 with the involvement of the CHA. So we would obviously like to 

6 work collaboratively with both the city and the CHA. 

7 MR. MILLER: Thank you, your Honor. 

8 THE COURT: Mr. Polikoff? 

9 MR. POLIKOFF: Yes, your Honor. 

10 I want to agree with the Receiver's request now on 

11 behalf of the plaintiff. Although this is primarily the 

12 Receiver's motion for cooperation, it's obvious that positions 

13 that the plaintiffs have taken and continue to take, both 

14 before your Honor and before the Seventh Circuit, are 

15 implicated. 

16 We view -- I say this with some regret. We view the 

17 presentations, the multiple presentations that the defendants 

18 have now made, both before your Honor and the Seventh Circuit, 

19 as factually, substantially off base. Things are said 

20 repetitively of a factual nature, not of a legal, interpretive 

21 nature, that are simply wrong, both about the history of the 

22 case and about the current situation. 

23 We would request formally, if desirable, for those 

24 errors, those misstatements, to be pointed out and to have them 

25 pointed out in the record before your Honor. 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 It's clear to everybody that the whole ball of wax is 

2 going on up to the Seventh Circuit. We now have notices of 

3 appeal with respect to two orders that are on file, and your 

4 Honor has pending the plaintiffs' motion for further relief. 

5 CHA takes the position that sub silentio a portion of 

6 that motion was granted by your order yesterday. Unlike some 

7 other CHA positions, this one may be accurate. It might well 

8 be that that further relief motion ought to be disposed of as 

9 promptly as your Honor is able so we avoid the possibility of 

10 successive appeals and get it all up there together. But 

11 that's, of course, for you to consider and decide. 

12 Regardless of that, the desireability of getting in 

13 the record before your Honor at least our view of what the 

14 factual misstatements are, something you can have before you 

15 when you make your ruling on the pending motion and before it 

16 gets upstairs, seems to me to be pretty clear. 

17 We are not talking delay. As Mr. Miller has indicated 

18 -- and we would agree with the same time schedule -- if you 

19 gave us until, say, Friday morning -- this is Wednesday 

20 afternoon, so we're talking about less than 48 hours. We're 

21 certainly not trying to delay the CHA. And I think it would be 

22 beneficial to everybody if that opportunity to correct the 

23 record, so to speak, were afforded to us and make a 

24 presentation before you prior to the next ruling. 

25 THE COURT: Well, I have no problem with that. I do 
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1 want to tell you some of my time constraints. I am leaving the 

2 country on Saturday but, strangely enough, am coming back on 

3 Wednesday. I've just got to go to London for a couple of days, 

4 but I'll be back, probably jetlagged, Wednesday afternoon in my 

5 chambers. That doesn't give us a lot of time. 

6 Would you want to respond to whatever they're filing? 

7 MS. GETZENDANNER: Judge, we would view the order as 

8 you entered it yesterday as final. We filed a notice of 

9 appeal. We think a hearing on factual errors in presentations 

10 is not necessary. 

11 THE COURT: What they want to do is respond --

12 MS. GETZENDANNER: They want to reopen the record. 

13 THE COUROT: -- to your motion of today. Do you want 

14 to reply to their response? 

15 MS. GETZENDANNER: Well, Judge, if they are permitted 

16 to file a response, I don't think that would prevent us from 

17 going upstairs and seeking a stay today. But, yes, if they are 

18 permitted to file a response, we would want to reply to it. 

19 THE COURT: All right. 

20 MR. POLIKOFF: To make it clear, the response that we 

21 would like time to file is to your pending motion for a stay 

22 before Judge Aspen. 

23 MS. GETZENDANNER: Judge, we were not given an 

24 opportunity to respond to the Receiver's emergency motion 

25 yesterday. We terminated a meeting immediately upon receipt of 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 
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1 your order. 

2 These planning sessions are in process; they have 

3 nothing going on right at this moment but they are in process. 

4 They are vital to the timeliness of preparing this application. 

5 We cannot wait for a stay until next Wednesday. We simply 

6 cannot. 

7 THE COURT: Okay. Well, I will ask you to file your 

8 response by the end of the business day tomorrow and serve it 

9 by the end of the business day tomorrow, and I'll ask for your 

10 reply, if you wish to file a reply, by 10:00 a.m. on Friday. 

11 You will have a ruling before I leave. 

12 MS. GETZENDANNER: Judge, we have worked all night for 

13 two nights in a row, first in response to their emergency 

14 motion, last night in connection with the motion to stay. I 

15 don't think Ms. Eisenhauer or I have it in us to stay up again 

16 tonight. 

17 THE COURT: That's entirely up to you. Obviously 

18 MS. GETZENDANNER: We don't feel it's reasonable. 

19 THE COURT: -- if we had a lot of leisure -- but it is 

20 an emergency matter, and as you said, you can't wait until 

21 Wednesday and I want to resolve it before Wednesday. That's 

22 the only reason why I have set this accelerated briefing 

23 schedule. 

24 MS. GETZENDANNER: Your Honor, the plaintiffs have 

25 brought to the attention of the Court of Appeals in the 

MARY M. GALLAGHER, CSR 



9 

1 pleadings that are pending there now that there are factual 

2 errors in our presentation and that's briefed upstairs. 

3 I don't know what kind of factual errors --

4 THE COURT: I don't either. But, you know, I 

5 certainly am not going to stop them from filing what they want 

6 to file in response to a written motion before me. 

7 Okay. We'll keep that briefing schedule and 

8 MS. GETZENDANNER: You will rule by --

9 THE COURT: you will hear from me by the end of the 

10 business day on Friday. 

11 MS. GETZENDANNER: Very good. Thank you. 

12 MR. POLIKOFF: Thank you, your Honor. 

13 THE COURT: Thank you. 

14 (After a brief recess, the following further proceedings 

15 were had herein:) 

16 

17 

18 

19 

THE CLERK: 66 C 1459, Gautreaux versus CHA. 

MR. POLIKOFF: Alex Polikoff, your Honor. 

MS. EISENHAUER: Nancy Eisenhauer. 

MR. POLIKOFF: I appreciate your coming back, and I 

20 guess I will go first. In a sense, this is my motion. 

21 Last night I called Nancy Eisenhauer, one of the 

22 attorneys for CHA, and said that I would like to look at copies 

23 of the CHA applications for the HUD NOFA grants which are 

24 referred to time and time again in the papers and which I 

25 believe I have seen in the distant past but in the context of 
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1 the current papers needed to examine again. She said, to the 

2 best of my recollection, that she would arrange for that but 

3 that she had to talk to Jerome Butler, the general counsel of 

4 CHA, because the documents were in his possession, not hers. 

5 I spoke to her again this morning about that, among 

6 other things, and received the same answer. It was a cordial 

7 and responsive answer. It was a question, as I understood it, 

8 of time and making the arrangements and not a question of 

9 refusal to allow me to either have copies or look at the 

10 documents. And I offered, if necessary, given the exigency of 

11 the time, to go over to Mr. Butler's office and look at the 

12 documents, and Ms. Eisenhauer responded she hoped that that 

13 wouldn't be necessary. 

14 In the course of this afternoon's proceedings, I again 

15 renewed the request in the presence of Mr. Butler, and he, too, 

16 indicated responsiveness but said that he had to call the CHA 

17 employee and, indeed, as I understood it, tried to on the 

18 telephone get in touch with the CHA employee who would be the 

19 one to make the documents available to me. 

20 We all went up together just a few minutes ago to the 

21 Seventh Circuit at the request -- or invitation of the CHA 

22 attorneys. They wished to present to either the clerk or the 

23 Judge, if the Judge would hear them, a motion for a stay. 

24 The papers were filed up there, as I understand it. 

25 In the course of our conversations in the Seventh Circuit 
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1 clerk's anteroom Ms. Getzendanner said, we are not going to 

2 give you the documents, or words to that effect. 

3 She gave an explanation that I didn't fully 

4 understand, but it had something to do with our not treating 

5 this as an emergency since we wanted time, as your Honor has 

6 given us until tomorrow evening, to respond and, therefore, the 

7 documents would not be provided to us. At least that's my 

8 understanding of what she said. 

9 We said that we, under those circumstances, would have 

10 to ask your Honor to intervene because we do want and feel we 

11 need to look at these documents before tomorrow evening. And 

12 we came down here, asked your Honor if you would hear us and 

13 your secretary said you would. And the CHA attorneys who at 

14 first, we understood, had left the building and would not be 

15 here, reversed course or changed their mind and Ms. Eisenhauer 

16 is indeed here. 

17 Under those circumstances, I would move orally that 

18 your Honor first invite, if you will, and, if necessary, order 

19 the CHA attorneys to either produce or allow us to inspect no 

20 later than 10:00 o'clock tomorrow morning the applications for 

21 the HOPE VI responsive to the HOPE VI NOFAs that are 

22 referred to in the CHA documents that have been filed with your 

23 

24 

25 

Honor. 

MS. EISENHAUER: Your Honor, just a few facts. 

We didn't leave the building. They asked us to come 
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1 down; we said we weren't coming down with them and told the 

2 minute clerk that we were available and here I am. 

3 Second, I did talk to Mr. Polikoff about making them 

4 available. I told him that they are huge documents, they are 

5 at the CHA's offices and to copy them is impractical. He did 

6 ask Jerome Butler about that this afternoon and Jerome said, do 

7 you want to come over to the offices. I don't think that's 

8 possible today; I'll call someone. 

9 Mainly what I would like to say is, we have public 

10 documents that have been available since 1992 and 1996. We 

11 asked Mr. Polikoff if he needed them to respond tomorrow. He 

12 said, for that, along with many other reasons, or something to 

13 that effect. 

14 So we say that we do not need to turn them over. They 

15 have been available between six and two years to be looked at. 

16 THE COURT: You say they have been available and you 

17 don't want to turn them over. I don't understand it. 

18 MS. EISENHAUER: They are public documents that have 

19 been available since 1992 and 1996. 

20 THE COURT: Well, if they're public documents 

21 MS. EISENHAUER: We don't have copies of them that we 

22 could turn over. 

23 THE COURT: But he can look at them? 

24 MS. EISENHAUER: They would have to come to our 

25 offices and --
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2 Polikoff? 

3 

13 

THE COURT: Do you have any problem with that, Mr. 

MR. POLIKOFF: No. In fact, as I said -- I think I 

4 said I offered to do that. 

5 THE COURT: All right. Why don't --

6 MS. EISENHAUER: We are not prepared at this time to 

7 have the plaintiffs come in to the offices and supervise them 

8 right now. 

9 

10 

THE COURT: Why do you have to supervise them? 

MS. EISENHAUER: That's what we have been telling them 

11 for the past few days. 

12 THE COURT: Why do you have to supervise them? 

13 MS. EISENHAUER: I think that's pretty obvious. 

14 THE COURT: Are you concerned they're going to steal 

15 the documents? 

16 MS. EISENHAUER: No, but we want to be there. 

17 THE COURT: I take it you need the documents to 

18 respond to the motion? 

19 MR. POLIKOFF: Correct, your Honor. 

20 THE COURT: All right. I am going to order that you 

21 allow Mr. Polikoff to inspect the documents forthwith. He will 

22 go over to your offices right now and you have them available. 

23 MS. EISENHAUER: Okay. Then I would like to ask you 

24 to stay this order. 

25 THE COURT: Pardon? 
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2 

3 

14 

MS. EISENHAUER: I'm asking you to stay that order. 

THE COURT: I will deny your motion to stay. 

MR. MILLER: Your Honor, if I could just note for the 

4 record, Ms. Jarrett informs me we requested cop~es of some, if 

5 not all, of those documents previously, almost two years ago; 

6 they were never provided. 

7 THE COURT: All right. Do you want to go along with 

8 Mr. Polikoff? 

9 

10 Honor. 

11 

12 as well. 

MR. MILLER: One of us from our office would, your 

THE COURT: All right. That will be part of the order 

13 MS. EISENHAUER: And the motion to stay will be denied 

14 as well? 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE COURT: Yes. And forthwith means right now. 

MS. EISENHAUER: I understand. 

MR. POLIKOFF: Thank you, your Honor. 

MR. MILLER: Thank you, your Honor. 

(Which were all the proceedings had at the hearing of 

the within cause on the day and date hereof.) 
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1 CERTIFICATE 

2 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true, 

3 correct and complete transcript of the proceedings had at the 

4 hearing of the aforementioned cause on the day and date hereof. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, at al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 66 c 1459 

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, Hon. Marvin E. Aspen 

Defendant. 

AFFIDAVIT OF PHILIP A. HICKMAN 

Philip A. Hickman, having first been sworn upon oath, states: 

82. I have previously submitted affidavits on March 18, March 30, and 

April 7, 1998. In order to avoid confusion with the Affidavits of March 18 and 

March 30, this Affidavit is numbered consecutively to them. 

83. On March 31, 1998 HUD published in the Federal Register (and 

thereafter the Receiver learned) that a new HOPE VI notice of fund availability, or 

"SuperNOFA," would be made available for HOPE VI, with applications due to HUD 

on June 29, 1998. 

84. Representatives of the Receiver contacted officials of the CHA, the 

City of Chicago and HUD to implement a joint planning process. 

85. On Friday, May 15, 1998 Karen Cady of Habitat and I met at the re-

quest of representatives of the City of Chicago to review and discuss the City's 



suggestions for the revitalization of ABLA Homes in anticipation of the submission 

to HUD of HOPE VI applications pursuant to the SuperNOFA. The City officials 

present were Shannon DeWith of the City's Department of Planning and Develop­

ment and Thorn Finerty, a consultant to the Department for the ABLA redevelop­

ment. Alexander Polikoff was also present. 

86. The meeting lasted about two hours. The City described its conceptu-

al plans for the redevelopment of ABLA as a viable and long-term sustainable mixed 

income community. The City's representatives requested the participation of The 

Habitat Company, as Receiver in the Gautreaux litigation, in the preparation of a 

HOPE VI application for SuperNOFA funds that would embody that plan. 

87. On behalf of Habitat, we informed Ms. De With and Mr. Finerty that 

we supported the City's general approach to the redevelopment of the ABLA site, 

that we would participate in planning activities with the City, and we hoped 

cooperatively with the CHA, in preparing such an application. We stated that we 

looked forward to submission of a strong HOPE VI application that would involve 

input from all of the stakeholders (i.e., the City, CHA, residents, Gautreaux 

plaintiffs, community groups, and institutions) and provide funding for key ele­

ments of the proposed redevelopment. 
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88. Both the City's representatives and we agreed that it would be 

feasible to prepare such an application by the submission date of June 29, 1998. 

89. On that and other occasions, City officials have expressed to me and 

other representatives of the Receiver that they want to work with the Receiver and 

the CHA to prepare a joint HOPE VI application. Based on statements made by Ms. 

DeWith and others, I believe that a good working relationship exists between the 

Receiver and the City and that a strong and competitive HOPE VI application can 

be submitted by the June 29, 1998 deadline, should the CHA cooperate. 

90. Both the Receiver and the City have sought the CHA's full participa-

tion and cooperation in the application process. Ms. DeWith told me on May 15 

that the City would like to work cooperatively with the Receiver and CHA to 

produce a strong HOPE VI Application. I told her that the Receiver has the same 

objective. She repeated that objective to me again on May 20 in a telephone 

conversation and informed me that Julia Stasch, Commissioner of the City of 

Chicago Department of Housing, has scheduled a meeting for Friday, May 22, 

1 998 to be attended by representatives of the Receiver, CHA and the City. 

91. The strongest HOPE VI application would also be in compliance with 

the requirements of the remedial orders entered in this case. This Court ruled on 

February 23, HOPE VI does not require that all replacement housing be built in the 

same neighborhood. In addition, if appropriate, a "revitalizing area" designation 
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would allow some or perhaps all of the new housing to be built in or near the same 

neighborhood as housing it replaces, in compliance with Gautreaux. 

92. The City has informed us that the CHA believes that ABLA is the best 

choice for the SuperNOFA HOPE VI application. We have told the City representa­

tives that we agree. 

93. As currently envisioned, the proposed ABLA redevelopment plan 

would include seeking Court approval for a designation of a portion of the ABLA 

areas as a //Revitalizing Area." The Court's approval would be sought before sub­

mission of the HOPE VI application to HUD. Counsel for the plaintiff class were 

present at the May 15 meeting, and indicated their support for this concept with 

respect to ABLA. 

94. As the Court will recall, the Revitalizing Area designation has been 

approved by the Court three times in the past for other areas (at Henry Horner 

Homes, North Kenwood-Oakland, and Cabrini-Green). Designating an areas as a 

"Revitalizing Area" under the decree-- as was done in Horner Phase I and North 

Kenwood -- allows housing to be built in a Limited Public Housing Area instead of 

requiring that additional housing in the General Area be built in a one-for-one ratio, 

as mandated by the Gautreaux decree, as amended. 

95. The Affidavit of Joseph Shuldiner , 15 incorrectly suggests that this 

Court's Orders would "restrict tenant choice" by requiring one-half of the replace-
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ment units to be in the General Area. That statement is factually in error for 

several reasons. First, if a portion of the ABLA area is designated a "Revitalizing 

Area," replacement housing would be built there, and not in the General Area. 

Second, in past developments, such as Horner, about half of the tenants have 

accepted Section 8 certificates or other placement outside of their old neighbor­

hood. Thus, even if ABLA were not designated a Revitalizing Area, it is likely that 

tenant choice would not be restricted. Third, not all of the housing need be built at 

ABLA under the HOPE VI program (although the application may provide for that); 

if some is built elsewhere, tenants would be given a range of choices not currently 

available. 

96. Thus, the statements in the Shuldiner Affidavit at ,,13-14 that a 

competitive HOPE VI application cannot be made consistent with the Gautreaux 

decree's requirements are, based on the facts set forth above, incorrect. 

97. The CHA's suggestion, Motion ,32, that the Receiver has not partici­

pated in the preparation of prior HOPE VI applications is also incorrect. The history 

of our work on the HOPE VI process is told in my prior Affidavits at ,,17-72. The 

Receiver approved and participated in the CHA's preparation of applications for 

HOPE VI funds at Horner and ABLA/1 in 1995-96. That was the last peaceable 

status quo, as discussed in the Affidavits previously filed with the Court. 

98. It is possible, however, that the CHA's Taylor application did not 

comply with orders entered in this case. That is the application that the CHA 
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inaccurately told us would not include a request for housing development funds. 

See Hickman Aff't ,,58-62. It is also possible that last year's ABLA application, 

which HUD rejected after the CHA refused to allow the Receiver to participate, also 

may not have complied with orders entered in this case. (CHA has not given the 

Receiver a copy of the ABLA application, although one of our lawyers had brief 

access to it yesterday.) 

99. The Shuldiner Affidavit ,15 implies that the Receiver's plans would 

somehow inhibit tenant choice or participation. The Receiver fully intends, in 

cooperation with the City and the CHA, to solicit the participation and input of 

ABLA residents as required by the HOPE VI program. Mr. Shuldiner's implication 

that the Receiver is seeking to constrict tenant choice or involvement is untrue. 

100. The CHA's Motion to Stay at ,,18-20 questions the qualifications of 

the Receiver to apply for HOPE VI funding with the CHA. Since the inception of 

the Receivership, the Receiver has developed approximately 2,200 housing units, 

which are now either completed or under construction. 

101. Since inception of the Receivership, the Receiver has prepared over 80 

housing development proposals that HUD has approved. As CHA acknowledges, 

the Receiver worked cooperatively with CHA in the preparation of the successful 

HOPE VI applications for Horner and ABLA in 1996. The Receiver is fully capable 

of working with the City and the CHA on the forthcoming application. The HOPE 

VI process is similar to other public housing neighborhood revitalization develop-
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ment in which the Receiver has been engaged, such as at Henry Horner and 

Kenwood-Oakland. The portion of the HOPE VI Program in which the Receiver has 

been involved is essentially an additional HUD program for funding non-elderly 

public housing, and the development of such housing is precisely what the Receiv­

er has done since 1987. 

102. In contrast, the CHA has submitted two HOPE VI funding requests 

where it was awarded funding, in one case (Cabrini-Green) without the knowledge 

of the Receiver, Hickman Aff't ,, 18-20, and in one (Taylor) without the Receiver's 

participation, after misinforming the Receiver concerning the nature of the request, 

Hickman Aff't ,,58-62. As told in Affidavits filed with this Court, the CHA initially 

agreed for the Receiver to act under the label of "development manager" of the 

housing at Cabrini-Green, then changed its mind and began to exclude the Receiv­

er. See Hickman Aff't ,,21-46. 

103. Contrary to the implications in Shuldiner Aff't ,8, to date, the CHA 

has not built one unit of housing with the HOPE VI funds for Cabrini-Green and 

Taylor. Success in building HOPE VI housing with prior grants is a criteria for 

obtaining additional HOPE VI money from HUD. 

104. CHA submitted a HOPE VI application for funding for ABLA in 1997 

without the cooperation or assistance of the Receiver. As discussed in the Valerie 

Jarrett Aff't 1114-18, the CHA rejected the Receiver's request to participate in the 

application. The CHA plan contained in the application did not have prior approval 
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of the Gautreaux Court or the Gautreaux plaintiffs. The application was not funded 

by HUD. 

105. The 1998 HOPE VI process gives emphasis to and awards points for 

applications that have the strong cooperation and financial support of the City, and 

all other stakeholders. We are confident that with all the stakeholders' support, 

the 1998 application will receive a higher ranking that the rejected 1997 applica-

tion submitted by CHA, and hence have a higher probability of being funded. 

106. In January 1998, HUD Secretary Cuomo conferred the Secretary's 

Platinum Award on the Horner Homes Redevelopment Program. The Receiver is 

the developer for this $50 million program. A copy of the announcement of the 

Platinum Award is attached hereto. Last month, the Receiver received the "Good 

Neighbor Award" from the Chicago Association of Realtors ("CAR") in its "New 

Construction of Rental and Affordable Housing" category. When the award was 

announced, the president of CAR, James Ascot, said that "The Henry Horner 

Replacement Program's indistinguishable housing from market rate units will stand 
I 

as a model of urban restoration in which future public housing replacements will be 

measured." Also, the Receiver's scattered site program received the Urban Land 

Institute's Award of Excellence in 1996. A copy of the ULI announcement is also 

attached, along with pictures of the Horner replacement townhomes. · 

107. HUD's stated position in the SuperNOFA is that its decisions concern-

ing funding applications are influenced by its view of the capabilities of the 
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recipient. In prior HOPE VI awards, HUD was informed that the Receiver would be 

functioning as development manager. In the one that was rejected last year, CHA 

attempted to obtain the funds to the exclusion of the Receiver -- and failed to 

receive funding. 

108. Paragraph 21 of the Shuldiner Affidavit states that "the receiver has 

told the CHA that it is not feasible to build additional public housing units in the 

General Area." That is untrue. To my knowledge, the Receiver has not made such 

a statement. In fact, the Receiver has acquired units within the last 90 days in the 

General Area and has other units currently in the pipeline. 

109. As Valerie Jarrett of the Receiver's staff told the Court yesterday, 

officials at the City have told us that they have met with the CHA to discuss the 

pending HOPE VI application, but that the CHA instructed the City that the Receiv­

er could not be invited to attend such a meeting. 

110. A meeting with the City and the CHA has been scheduled for tomor­

row, May 22. We intend to attend, and trust the CHA will also attend to work on 

this application in a cooperative manner. 

111 . As part of our work on scattered site housing and the Horner replace­

ment program, we have worked with CHA tenant groups and neighborhood resi­

dents on many occasions. We have had dozens, if not hundreds of meetings with 

representatives of residents at Horner alone. Cooperation from the CHA would 

substantially facilitate such work. 
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112. The foregoing matters are based upon my own personal knowledge. 

would so testify if called as a witness. 

Subscribed and sworn to 
before me this 21st day of 
May, 1998. 

~~~~~~~~~-~ v <Pullll.c s E A L " 
MARGARET BRAUN 

NOTARY PUBLiC STATE OF ILLINOIS 
~MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 5/7/2000 
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THE HABITAT COMPANY 

"Management Makes the Difference" 

The Habitat Company was founded in 1971 by Daniel Levin to create a company that would develop and manage 
real estate designed and built to meet the diverse urban living needs of Chicago. 

The company has met that goal. Today, The Habitat Company is one of the nation's premiere developers and 
managers of residential apartments, having developed more than 15,000 rental housing units, and managing more 
than 14,000, primarily in metropolitan Chicago and Detroit. Additionally, The Habitat Company provides 
residential and commercial brokerage services, telecommunications and corporate relocation services. 

The company's properties reflect a wide range of urban needs including: 
• Cityfront Place -- luxury rental residences at the confluence of the Chicago River and Lake 

Michigan; 
• The Buckingham-- luxury condominium residences on Chicago's lakefront; 
• The Pines of Edgewater, Kenmore Plaza and West Point Plaza-- subsidized moderate and low­

income housing and senior developments. 

The Habitat Company has been a pioneer in concepts of housing and other unique developments, bringing creative 
ideas and quality management to the challenges of creating urban communities. Among the company' s most 
notable innovations are: 

South Commons (1969- 1973) --One ofthe nation's first mixed income housing developments consisting of 
more than 1,500 units on 30 acres where residents in highrises, midrises and townhomes with diverse incomes and 
ethnic backgrounds share common facilities and experience. 

Presidential Towers (1985) -- Developed in a multi-block area that had been vacant since the mid 1960s, the 
2,346-unit, four-tower development anchored the revitalization of Chicago's Near West Side. 

Cityfront Place (1991)- Built with a magnificent view of the Chicago River as it flows into Lake Michigan, the 
two mid-rise buildings surrounding one high rise tower house 904 of the most luxurious apartments in the city. 
Cityfront Place is the first phase of a planned 60-acre redevelopment at Cityfront Center. 

Receiver/Development Manager for CHA (since 1987) -- Appointed by the Federal Courts to be the receiver for 
the Chicago Housing Authority in the development of housing for very low income tenants. In 10 years The 
Habitat Company has completed the development of more than 1,600 units of housing throughout the city of 
Chicago. The firm has been appointed the development manager for the deconstruction and redevelopment of three 
ofthe nation's largest public housing projects as mixed-income communities that will act as a revitalizing force 
for both residents and for the communities in which the buildings stand. 

Joint Venture Developer -- with community organizations, Horner Association of Men/Chinese American 
Development Corporation (HAM/CADC), for low- and moderate-income housing on West and Near South side 
of Chicago. 
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THE HABITAT COMPANY 

SCATTERED SITE HOUSING PROGRAM 
Chicago, Illinois 

Fact Sheet 

WHAT ARE THE SCATTERED SITE HOMES? 

In 43 community areas across the City of Chicago, a private developer, The Habitat 
Company, is building townhomes and acquiring for rehabilitation walk-up two- and three­
flat apartments, designed by award-winning architects, for occupancy by low-income 
families. In South Shore and West Town, Habitat has also developed senior buildings with 
51 units each as part of a senior-family cluster. 

The small scale properties are scattered from 7 400 north on the far north side to 111 th Street 
on the far south side. To date, more than 2200 units have been completed and transferred 
and under construction. 

Designed to blend in with each individual block and neighborhood, the more than 30 
different Scattered Site exteriors and floor plans provide high quality and efficiently 
designed living spaces for residents. Habitat selected 20 architectural firms known for 
their luxury apartment and townhome design throughout Chicago. The design firms are: 

0 Nagle, Hartray & Associates 
0 Harry Weese & Associates 
0 Bauhs & Dring, Ltd. 
0 Papageorge Haymes 
0 Solomon, Cordwell, Buenz & Associates, Inc. 
0 Elizabeth Purdy & Associates 
0 Urban Works, Ltd. 
0 Nathan Kipnis Architects 
0 Thomas & Thomas 
0 Landon Architects 

0 Gelick Foran Ltd. 
0 Triad Consortium, Ltd. 
0 Johnson & Lee, Ltd. 
0 Roy H. Kruse & Associates 
0 Mayer, Jeffers, Gillespie Architects 
0 Dearborn Associates 
0 Phillip Kupritz & Associates 
0 Mann, Gin, Ebel & Frazier 
0 Smith & Smith 
0 Metropolis 

Scattered Site Homes are built by bonded contractors operating under the Davis-Bacon 
Act, who bid on the work in an open and public bidding process. Neither The Habitat 
Company nor the CHA does the construction work, although Habitat is responsible for 
overall management of the development process. Plans and specifications are approved 
by HUD and the Chicago Building Department. 

PRIVATE MANAGERS 

All of the Scattered Site Homes are managed by private management companies with 
extensive experience in apartment management. Four are nonprofit management 
organizations and two are for-profit companies. All have professional staff and management 
offices in their respective neighborhoods, 
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The East Bank Club (1980) --This 400,000-square-fQot facility with four swimming pools, tennis courts, full 
workout facilities, health maintenance services, restaurants, spas and meeting rooms changed the industry's 
thinking about the potential and scope of urban recreational facilities. 

THE HABITAT COMPANY 
Development, Asset Management, Residential and Commercial Property Management. 
The Habitat Company Brokerage Division --residential and commercial sales and leasing. 
Habitat Corporate Suites Network-- corporate relocation and furnished rental apartments . 

AFFILIATED FIRMS 
Wedgewood Communications-- Telephone and Cable TV Systems 

PRINCIPALS: 
Daniel Levin, Chairman 
Douglas R. Woodworth, President 
Valerie B . Jarrett, Executive Vice President 
Philip A. Hickman, Senior Vice President 

PROPERTIES DEVELOPED AND MANAGED 
Asbury Plaza 384 Units 1981 (MR) 
City Front Place 904 Units 1991 (MR) 
Columbus Plaza 532 Units 1980 (MR) 
East Bank Club - the most successful in-city 
health and fitness facility in the country 

Elm Street Plaza 396 Units 1976 (MR) 
Heritage House 144 Units (TC) 
Huron Plaza 460 Units (MR) 
711 Gordon Terrace 90 Units (MR) 
Kenmore Plaza 324 Units 1974 (E) 
Lafayette Towers 584 Units (MX) 
540 Lake Shore Drive 150 Lofts 1983 (CC) 
Lincoln Park Terrace 433 Units 1973 (CC) 
Lincoln Park Terrace 343 Units 1968 (CC) 

OTHER MANAGED PROPERTIES 
Bethel New Life, 1420 North Lake Shore Drive 
Gold Coast Galleria, 111 West Maple 
The New York, 3660 North Lake Shore Drive 

MR: Market Rate Rental Building 
E: Elderly Housing 
CC: Condominium Conversion 
SH: Subsidized Family Housing 
C: Commercial 

Long Grove House 448 Units 1969 (SH) 
Newberry Plaza 624 Units 1973 (MR) (C) 
Oak Park Club 30 Condominiums Oak Park, IL (CC) 
Pavillion Apartme11ts 340 Units 1957 Detroit, MI (MR) 
Pines of Edgewater I 279 Units 1980 (SH) 
Pines of Edgewater II 217 Units 1983 (SH) 
Presidential Towers 2,346 Units 1985 (MR) 
Quadrangle House 261 Units 1969 (MR) 
South Commons 1,529 Units 1964-1972 (MX) 
Paul G. Stewart Apts. 170 Units 1976 (E) 
West Point Plaza 200 Units 1978 (E) 
Wheaton Center 760 Units (MR) 

MX: Mixed Market Family, Subsidized Elderly, Townhouse 
SRO: Single Room Occupancy 
TC: Section 42 Tax Credit 
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THE HABITAT COMPANY 

SCATTERED SITE HOUSING PROGRAM 
Chicago, Illinois 

Fact Sheet 

WHAT ARE THE SCATTERED SITE HOMES? 

In 43 community areas across the City of Chicago, a private developer, The Habitat 
Company, is building townhomes and acquiring for rehabilitation walk-up two- and three­
flat apartments, designed by award-winning architects, for occupancy by low-income 
families. In South Shore and West Town, Habitat has also developed senior buildings with 
51 units each as part of a senior-family cluster. 

The small scale properties are scattered from 7 400 north on the far north side to Ill th Street 
on the far south side. To date, more than 2200 units have been completed and transferred 
and under construction. 

Designed to blend in with each individual block and neighborhood, the more than 30 
different Scattered Site exteriors and floor plans provide high quality and efficiently 
designed living spaces for residents. Habitat selected 20 architectural firms known for 
their luxury apartment and townhome design throughout Chicago. The design firms are: 

0 Nagle, Hartray & Associates 
0 Harry Weese & Associates 
0 Bauhs & Dring, Ltd. 
0 Papageorge Haymes 
0 Solomon, Cordwell, Buenz & Associates, Inc. 
0 Elizabeth Purdy & Associates 
0 Urban Works, Ltd. 
0 Nathan Kipnis Architects 
0 Thomas & Thomas 
0 Landon Architects 

0 Gelick Foran Ltd. 
0 Triad Consortium, Ltd. 
0 Johnson & Lee, Ltd. 
0 Roy H. Kruse & Associates 
0 Mayer, Jeffers, Gillespie Architects 
0 Dearborn Associates 
0 Phillip Kupritz & Associates 
0 Mann, Gin, Ebel & Frazier 
0 Smith & Smith 
0 Metropolis 

Scattered Site Homes are built by bonded contractors operating under the Davis-Bacon 
Act, who bid on the work in an open and public bidding process. Neither The Habitat 
Company nor the CHA does the construction work, although Habitat is responsible for 
overall management of the development process. Plans and specifications are approved 
by HUD and the Chicago Building Department. 

PRIVATE MANAGERS 

All of the Scattered Site Homes are managed by private management companies with 
extensive experience in apartment management. Four are nonprofit management 
organizations and two are for-profit companies. All have professional staff and management 
offices in their respective neighborhoods. 
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0 Housing Resource Center, a division of Hull House (nonprofit) 
0 Hispanic Housing Development Corporation (nonprofit) 
0 Lutheran Social Services of Illinois (nonprofit) 
0 The Woodlawn Community Development Corporation (nonprofit) 
0 William Moorehead & Associates (for profit) 
0 Pinnacle Realty (for profit) 

RESIDENT SELECTION 

Residents of the Scattered Site Homes are families who make less than 80 percent of the 
median family income in Chicago. A family of four making less than approximately 
$40,000 currently meet the income guidelines. Fifty percent ofthe units go to community 
residents. The remaining 50% are chosen from the CHA waiting list and the CHA 
transfer list. 

UNIQUE ASPECTS OF THE SCATTERED SITE PROGRAM 

Stemming from the 25-year-old "Gautreaux" court order and a more recent decision by a 
U.S. District Court Judge, The Habitat Company, one of the largest private developers and 
managers of residential housing in Chicago, was appointed Receiver for the development of 
the Chicago Housing Authority's Scattered Site Program. 

As a result, the program is unique because the entire process has been privatized. That is, a 
private company, Habitat, manages the entire development process and property 
management of the buildings is contracted by private firms. While the legal owner of the 
buildings is the CHA, accountability is built into the system with the strict supervision of 
private firms involved in design, construction, and the property management. 

ABOUT HABITAT 

Since the 1960s Habitat has developed over 14,000 apartments and condominiums in 
Chicago, including 4,100 units of low-income housing. 

The Habitat Company has demonstrated its expertise in rehabilitation of historic properties 
with such Scattered Site rehabs as the building at 4655 N. Malden and 4526 N. Magnolia, 
in the Sheridan Park Historic District in Uptown. With its renovated stone facade, the 
Magnolia building offers apartments for six families, while an adjacent six-flat of 
comparable value was recently converted to luxury condominiums. 

The Habitat Company manages more than 15,000 residential units at over 30 locations 
throughout metropolitan Chicago and more than 800,000 square feet of commercial, retail 
and office space. 
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Professional Builder. 

Welcome To 

Winning entries in the 14th Annual Best In 
American Living Award program provide lessons 
on how to better design and build housing for 
today's demanding marketplace. 
The Best In American Living Award program is a design competition sponsored 
by Professional Builder and the Design Committee of the National Association of 
Home Builders. 

This year, the 14th annual BAl.A program received 507 entries in 19 categories. 
Judges scored the entries on exterior design and curb appeal; interior archi tecture 
and design; sales success; construction quality and cost efficiency; and site plan­
ning. Then, they selected 7 4 homes and new communities for design recognition. 

Here, and on the 67 following pages, we celebrate those winning entries. 
Included in this extensive report are special sections on the Home of the Year; 

Regional design winners; and Platinum, Gold and Silver Award winners; as well 
as a tribute to the Friends of BAl.A (p. 180). New this year is the HUD Secretary's 
Award for Excellence to recognize design excellence 
produced through cooperative public/private efforts 
that expand homeownership opportunities for under­
served American families. 

There is much to be learned from these award win­
ning-designs. And, on the next few pages, we offer "7 
Lessons From BAl.A"- lessons on how to better design 
and build housing for today's demanding marketplace. 

Friends 
of BALA 

180 
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A s part of the privatization of public 
housing, New England Builders built 56 
new townhomes in the Henry Horner 

Revitalization Program on the west side of Chica­
go . 

In collaboration with the Receiver for the 
Chicago Housing Authority's Scattered Site , 
Demonstration and Replacement Programs, 
New England Builders wanted to provide both 
the city and local residents with housing similar 
to market-rate. 

The average price of the units is $88,500, with 
sizes ranging from 7 40 to 1480 square feet. Hard 
cost are $78 per square foot. 

Through input from The Horner Association 
of Men, a nonprofit community development 
corporation in the area, local residents were 

identified to qualify for 
full-time job opportuni­
ties. 

Exterior of the 56-unit Hen1y Homer 
Revitalization townhome project looks like 
market-rate housing rather than public housing. 
Local 1·esidents, trained in va~ious trades, helped 
to build the project. 
PHOTOGRAPHY BY HEDRICH BLESSING PHOTOGRAPHERS 

required to remain drug-free and pursue their 
high-school diplomas. After completing a one­
year preapprenticeship , the unions agree to 

accept them into an apprenticeship program. 
About 80% of New England Builders' con­

struction crews have been hired from the inner­
city project areas . Local businesses offered mate­
rials and services as well. 

~ flit~ I] 

With the help of vari­
ous trade unions work­
ing on the p rogram, 
New England Builders 
offered preapprentice­
ship Step Up training 
programs for Section 3 
residents. The residents 
did not need experience 
in construction, but 
rather the y recei ved 
training with various 
trades for up to a year. 

Also , workers were 

"We helped fuel economic growth in 
depressed areas of the city by providing mean­
ingful and substantial employment, thus regen­
erating raw funding back into the community," 
the company says. "We weren'tlooking for solu­
tions from the outside, we were finding solutions 
from within ." 0 
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Project Data 
location: Chicago, Illinois 
Developer: The Habitat Company tor the 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 

Size: Scattered sites within Chicago's city limits 
Residential Units: 1,350 completed; 350 under 

construction; 1,950 at completion 
Completed: B7 percent complete in mid-1996 
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Special Award 

Chicago 
Scattered-Site 

Program 
B

eca use o f its success fu l tra ck record ~1nd phi los­
ophy th nt housing fo r the poor need no t be poor 
housin g, th e H abi wt Company w~1s appointed 
rece iver of th e C hic<lgo H o usin g Auth or icy 's 

(CI-Li\'s) SC<ltte red-site housi ng program by the fed ­
eral cour t in Chicago in 1987. The program had been 
mand ated by th e Ga utreatL'\ dec ision, whi ch required 
that C hi cago's public housing be mo re dispersed, but 
had found ered fo r I -+ years. 

I-Llbitat was no t interes ted in deve lo ping stan­
dard CHA housing in diffe ren t neighbo rh oods. In­
stead, the compa ny wanted to site, des ign, and build 
attracti ve housin g within bud get fo r CI-L<\-elig ib le 
fami lies. By means o f <1 de tai led land survev, the com­
pan y found sites (mostl y ~1ba ndo ned bu ildings o r va­
cant hmd) in 22 raci <l ll y mjxed and stab le ne ighbo r­
hoods with popula tions tha t met the court-ordered 
standa rd of less than 30 percent Afr ica n .-\mer ica n 
(by U.S. census tra ct). 

H ab itat used 15 ex perie nced resi de ntial architec­
tural firm s from Chicngo and focused o n residential 
charac ter nndl ow li fe -cycle costs for inte rio r nnd 
exterio r m.nerinls and fini shes. Pri va te property 
man age m ent compani es with a st rong b<lSe in the 
local com mun ity manage a ll the un its. 

The aver<lge density o f th e new housing is less 
than four uni ts pe r site. In most neighbor hoods, the 
publi c hous ing u11.its make up o nlv a frn cti o n of I 
perce nt of the to tn l housmg srock, and ne ighbors 
tend to rate the overa ll appea ra nce o f th e new units 
as "good" o r "exce ll ent." Cos ts pe r dwell ing unn 
currentl y <Werage $1 10,000 (inc lud in g hmd , soft 
cos ts, and co nsu·ucti on), which is under all ow<lble 
budge ts. Turnkey constru ction whereby Hab itat 
se lls lan d to a bu ilder who se lls th e development 
back to CI-L<\, the own er of record, consistentl y 
comes in 5 to 10 percent under HUD budgets . 

Official Statement of Award 
"I n its program to develo p and manage dece nt <llld 
neighborly housing fo r very low-i ncome L1mili es, 
th e I-Ll bi tat Com pany has become, in esse nce, a pri­
vatized pub lic housin g autho rity, <llld it is doin g <1 11 
outstand ing job. M arket-rate housin g is goin g up 
next door to many of its scattered-site pro jects." 



from a scattered-site housing program far families with very low 
incomes in Chicago to an upscale residential community in subur­
ban Washington, D.C., from a revitalized public park in New York 
City to an entertainment retail center in las Vegas, eight award­
winning projects exemplify superior development practices. 

THE 1996 

FOR 

xce ence 
1996 ULI Awards for Excellence Jury 
Ronald C. Nahas 
Jury Chair 
Partner 
R.T. Nahas Company 

Orinda, Caifomia 

Charles R. Kendrick, Jr. 
Jury Assmnt Chair 
Managing DireciDr 
Calrion Ventures, LLC. 
BosiDn, Massadwsells 

James M. DeFrancia 
Chairman 
I..IMie &ierprises Mi!-Ailanlic, Inc. 
Slerting, VIrginia 

w. Joseph Duckworth 
Chief Executive Officer 
Realen Homes 
Ambler, Pennsylvania 

John L Field 
Principal Arl:hilect 
Field Paoli Architects 
San Francisco, California 

Olarles E. Maser 
President 
Charles E. Fraser Compiany, LLc. 
Hilon Head, South Carolina 

Waller A. Koelbel 
Chairman of the Board 
Koelbel and Company 
Denver, Colorado 

A. Eugene Kohn 
President 
Kohn Pedersen F1lx 

Associates,P.C. 
New YOlk, New Yoril 

Todd W. Mansfield 
Executive VEe PresidenV 

General Manager 
Walt Disney bnagineering 
Celebldlion, Florida 
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Carol D. Nichols 
VJCe President and 

Managilg Director 
Teachers Insurance & Annlity 

Association ¢America 
New York, New York 

Donald R. Riehl 
President 
D.R. Riehl, Inc. 
Pacific Grove, ca&fomia 

Guyta Sineni 
ExeculiYe VJCe President 
United Commercial Realty 
San Antonio, Texas 

Jon L Wellhoefer 
ExeculiYe VICe President 
Milwa!Mee Redevelopment 

Corporation 
Milwaukee, WISCOIISin 

ach year, the Urban Land Institute presents the 
ULI Awards for Excellence to honor develop­
ment projects that represent superior land plan­
ning and development, resourceful use of land, .....--. 
relevance to contemporary issues, and sensitiv-
ity to the environment. Only projects that are 

substantially complete and financially viable and that 
demonstrate relevance to the cmrent and future needs 
of their community are eligible. The winners of the 
1996 ULI Awards for Excellence demonstrate these 
qualities, setting standards of development for others 
to emulate. · 

Established in 1979, ULI's Awards for Excellence 
program recognizes the most outstanding projects in 
the United States and Canada. In 1994, projects in 
Spain, England, Mexico, the Netherlands, and Aus­
tralia became eligible for a new International Award. 

All projects submitted for consideration are eval­
uated carefully by a jury of 13 ULI members. The 
members of this year's jury are listed below. 

Eight projects won awards this year. Together, 
they cover a wide range, from a golf-oriented primary 
home community to affordable single-family hous-
ing at a density of more than 13 units per acre, from 
the restoration of a public park in a high-rise office 
district to the construction of an upscale mixed-use 
building overlooking another public park. A shopping 
center, a resort, an office building, and scattered-site 
housing for families with very low incomes also won _.-- • 
awards. Each project represented an excellent exam-
ple of its type ofland use and an innovative and suc­
cessful development response to its site. 

This year's 112 entries fell into 12 award categories: 
office, residential, recreational, mixed use, business 
park, commercial/hotel, new community, rehabilita­
tion, public, international, special, and heritage. In a 
single year, the jury may grant as many as six domes­
tic project awards, up to two special awards, up to two 
international awards, and one heritage award. It may 
give only two awards per award category--one for a 
large-scale project and one for a small-scale project. 
No more than three domestic awards may be pre­
sented to large-scale projects. The special award was 
established in 1986 to recognize projects that might 
not meet all the eligibility requirements but that are 
otherwise models of successful development. 

The 1996 ULI Awards for Excellence winners 
were announced at a ceremony at ULI's fall meeting 
in November in San Francisco. The 1997 "Call for 
Entries" will be bound into the February issue of 
Urban Land. 

,.....-..._ 

~------~------~------------------- '-
The summary desr:ripti= of the trWard-11Jinning projects m 
the folio11Jing pages were 10Titterz by Libby Howland, former 
ediwr ofVrban Land and a Takoma Par~, Maryland-based 
71Triter and editor. 



A Look At Neo-Traditional Issues: 
Celebration & its eonnterparts 
begins 011 page 6 

FHLBanks Role in 
Mfordahl~ Housing 
begins 011 page 12 

ULI Special Award Jlust The Beginning for Chicago's 
Habitat Company 

"People buy a neighborhood, and people rent on the same principle," says Philip 
Hickman, Senior Vice President, The Habitat Company and director of its 

Scattered Site Program. "Our :scattered site program creates a whole different 
environment that permits low iincome families to live in a decent atmosphere." 

Four 4~bedt '(J()III, two-stoty Wtir& designed by Bou!Js, 
Driug & Mah1. ln-Jifl tow111touses compatible with e~r.istil1g 1 

orchitectu,-e. 
his 
philosophy 
and its 

successful execution won the privately owned Habitat 
Company a 1996 Urban Land Institute Award for 
Excellence for its Scattered Site Program in Chicago. 
The judges said that the company "has become, in 
essence, a privatized public housing authority, and is 
doing an outstanding job. Market-rate housing is going 
up next door to many of its scattered site projects." 

The Habitat Company (fHC), which has just 
celebrated its 25th anniversary, was appointed the 
receiver of the Chicago Housing Authority's (CHA) 
scattered site housing program in 1987. The dispersed 
housing program had been mandated by the 1%6 
Gautreaux decision. Under CHAit had a 14 year record 
of failure. 

Led by its chairman, Daniel Levin, THC's goal has 
been to redeflne the city into thriving communities. 
THC has developed affordable housing, luxury high­
rises and today, its portfolio includes over 35 properties 
in the metropolitan area of Chicago. It houses 14,000 
families and includes more than 800,000 square feet of 
commercial, retail and office space. 

An excellent track record as well as its philosophy that 
housing for the poor need not be poor housing brought 
THC to the attention of the federal courts. The courts 
were then looking for someone to take over the CHA 
task of creating 1,600 public housing units with funding 
from the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD). 

The company surveyed the city, finding s ites in 22 
racially mixed and stable neighborhoods. Most were 
abandoned buildings or empty lots. THC retained 15 
leading architectural firms who were charged with 
creating attractive units using low cost interior and 
exterior materials and finishes that would last. The 
average density is less than four units per site, and the 
average cost was $110,000 per unit includjng land, soft 
cos ts and construction. 

The· company used turnkey construction, selling land 
to a builder who sells the development back to CHA, 
consistently coming in five to ten percent under HUD 
budget. A ll are managed by private property 
management companies. 

Bringing public housing into communities often meets 
with resistance. The Habitat Company overcame this by 
building attractive housing that blends seamlessly into 
the neighborhoods. Units usually make up only a small 
fraction of the total housing in the area. 

Hab.tar Tow Expandi ng Programs 
The initial plan for 1,400 uni ts mushroomed into 

3,277 . One part of the scattered site program is the 
"Demonstration Program," which is prima.rily for non­
traditional public housing locations and includes 375 
units with a $36 million price tag. The criteria call for 
low density housing consisting of single family houses, 
town homes, two or three multi-unit buildings, with a 
maximum of two or three buildings per census tract. 

This will be about fifty-fifty new construction and 
rehabilitation. The rehab of existing buildings tends to 
make the move into neighborhoods less controversial, 

THC finds. Fifty percent of the un its are slated for local 
res idents with the others com ing from CHA's general or 
transfer waiting list. 

Habitat also is working on the "Replacement Housing" 
program which calls fo r I ,294 units with a budget of 
$150 million. Among the public housing projects 
scheduled for replacement is the notorious Henry 
Homer Extension area. THC and five nonprofit 
communi ty development corporations (CDCs) are joint 
venturing with a private construction company. 

The six year, five phase venture is a collaborative 
process. THC is working with the City of Chicago on 

land 
acquis ition 
and 
infrastructure; 
CHAon 
planning, 
demolition 
and tenant 
relocation; 
residents on 
community 
development, 

f design, job 
i opportunities 
~ and relocation; 

i~~~-!;~!!!l.l f and with the 
;;: CDCs and 

~~:::::~~.'!:;:~~!~b~g!;~a;;:::.s~;!;;;,~~ by HUD on 
rinlilar heuser ute ml)dularJgr/gn cr11d uJiliu ejfiCie.Ju financing. 
teclmi.qu~s tach m· prt.fabria'lted tVtX1d.en. l1ud panels. 

' 
The first ten Two clu.rtt!rlwus;ng ptojcc:tt each cmuaiu a senior 

f
. . I. ed /muting 50-apomuem ht1ildi11g 011d SO tOWIIflousc.f located 
anu teS ITIOV wirhin eightblockso.ftltesaliar·building. The 

into their units 11/(ltl(lf:t:lnt!lf( CIT/d IIIO iii(C!JfOifa! 0./fiCe.S ill the G(IC.Irlmt:tll 

• I housl! serve a fl uuits. Detigued by Nagle, Harlray, 
lJl January. Dank«; Kagan, McKay. 

Occupancy; of 
the remaining 46 of the flfSt 56 units is scheduled to 
occur th is spring. The replacement housing will be low 
density: new town homes or two to three unit buildings 
with privat~ entrances, off-street parking, fenced yards, 
and some ~arages . The city is reestablishing the 
traditionaL street grid as part of the design scheme. So 
far, five high-rises have been tom down and there are 
six more to/go. New units will be built on site and on 
130 lots throughout the decimated neighborhood. 
Altogether,

1

the project will cover about 40 blocks. 

Hickman says that drugs and crin1e led to dis investment 
in the neighborhood. The development plan includes 
open spaces that allow children to play outside. 

"Diffusing the criminals and holding people 
accountable for their behavior ... one strike and you're 
out... will make the difference," Hickman believes, in 
creating a new environment. 

Half of the residents will be current Homer tenants 
with very low incomes. The remaining will be working 
families with incomes from fifty to eighty percent of 
area mediarl. Employment of residents under HUD's 
Section 3 p~ogram stems from a model agreement with 
the Chicago Building Construction and Trades Council 
for the prov·ision of job training and employment of 
residents during construction. 6 



~ II 

REDEVELOPMENT 

PROGRAMS 

The Replacement Housing Program provides for the development of new housing: 
single family homes, duplex and town homes in low density in-fill neighborhoods and 
on larger sites formerly occupied by large high rise buildings. 

The objective of this Program is to offer low-income families housing options in 
mixed-income communities by revitalizing neighborhoods or recreating the 
neighborhood. This Program is a collaborative effort involving the City of Chicago, 
HUD, CHA, public housing residents, community groups, CDCs and The Habitat 
Company. The public/private/non-profit sector approach is required to transform large 
distressed public housing developments into models of successful affordable housing 
and demonstrates the possibilities when given sufficient freedom, flexibility and 
funding. 

The Federal Court approved the redevelopment plan for the former Homer Homes and 
the Lakefront properties in Kenwood/Oakland. The Cabrini Hope VI program is iri the 
planning stage. In all cases, the large high rise "superblock" sites will be eliminated 
and the traditional street grid restored with two and three story dwellings, each with 
their own private entrance. 



nlllo 
THE HABITAT COMPANY 

HENRY HORNER HOMES 
RedevelopLnentFactSheet 

The agreement for the redevelopment of the Henry Homer Extension area among the CHA, HUD and the Homer 
Resident Council was approved by Judge James Zagel in August, 1995. Under the plan The Habitat Company, in its 
capacity as Receiver for the Chicago Housing Authority Replacement Housing Program, is the Development 
Manager in a joint venture partnership with Chicago Metropolitan Housing Development Corporation. The Homer 
Revitalization Program boundaries are defmed by Ashland Avenue on the east, Kedzie Avenue on the west, Lake 
Street on the north and Van Buren Street on the south. Following is a summation of the plan: 

Scope: 

Replacement 
Hot~ sing: 

Developers: 

Architects 

Planning 

Timeframe: 

A six-year, five-phase program initially involved the demolition of 466 units in two high-rise and 
three mid-rise buildings (completed) and the replacement of these 466 units. Homer residents 
will be provided with a choice of returning to replacement or rehabbed housing in the area, 
scattered site housing throughout the city, or the use of Section 8 Certificates. Phase II has been 
funded under the 1996 HOPE VI program. Demolition of six high-rise buildings is planned and 
150 new units will be constructed on the site of the former high-rises. 

Planned replacement housing units will be new town homes or two- or three-flat buildings bo th 
on the present site and in the Homer Revitalization area. The vast majority of units (373) wiLl 
be located east of Western Avenue, with the remaining 93 units to be placed west of Western 
Avenue. All replacement housing will be low density and low rise with private entrances m 
keeping with the style of the surrounding community. 

Half of the occupants will be current Homer tenants with very low incomes. The remaining 50 
percent will be working families whose incomes range from 50 percent to 80 percent of the area 
median income (for a family of four, the range in income is approximately $25,000 to $40,000 
per year). 

All housing will be constructed and managed by the private sector. Five joint ventures involving 
community development corporations and for-profit contractors have been selected for the 
redevelopment. The five teams selected are: Homer Association of Men/New England Builders; 
Near West Side CDC/MCL/ ASD L.L.C.; Acorn Housing/Thrush Development; Renaissance 
Development/Cyrus Development Group; and Hull House Association/Enterprise 
Development. Each partnership involves a community developer named in Judge Zagel's order. 

Among the architects designing the new buildings are the award-winning firms of Solomon 
Cardwell Buenz & Associates, Johnson & Lee Ltd., and ·Hammond Beeby & Babka Inc. 

Under Judge Zagel's order, tenant representatives, area residents and institutions, City officials 
and representatives of CHA and HUD are participating with Habitat in all phases of the 
planning. 

The new construction of the replacement units will be phased. As of March 1998, 149 units 
have been completed. Another 182 units are under construction. The remaining 135 units m 
Phase I are in design. Phase II (150 units) is in the planning phase. 

350 \X'esr Hubbard Street · C hicago, Ill inois 60610 ·Tel: 312.527. 5400 · Fax: 312.527.4639 
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. fabric of the city 

By Blair Kamin 
TR!BU?\E ARCHITEC!TRE CRmC 

Photo tor the Tribune by Geoff Dav1s 

Chonta White moved with her daughters Marquita (left) and Rayshawnda into a new rowhouse on Maypole Avenue. 

W 
hat does your home mean to you? . · . 
To 26-year-old Chonta White, it means lots of little things. like letting her 

wo girls ride their bicycles on the sidewalk without worrying about them 
getting shot. It also means controlling the heat~ her apartment so the tem­
perature will ~eat the right level for 6-ye~-old Rayshawnda, who has asth­

ma. That way; Rayshawnda vvon't have to go to the hospital emergency room, as she once 
did when the family lived in a Chicago Housing Authority high-rise. where someone at a 
central heating plant determined how hot or cold it would be. 

Last August. White mo,·ed fro m a 14-story 
high-rise at 2245 W Lake St.. part of the Henry 
Horner Homes just north of the United Center. 
tr - '>rown brick row house with white trim in 
L .00 block of West Maypole Avenue. Her 
new place also is public housing, but to hear her 
talk about it. it's a \\·hole new 11·orld. Instead of 
hearing gunfire a t nig ht. she says. it' s quiet. 

"like you're up in a suburb ... \\'hen she comes 
home in the evening from her job as a Target 
cashier. she no lon ge r mu st ,,·a lk up a dark 
fli ght of stairs \\·here a mugger might be lurk­
ing . She enters through h er O\U1 front door. 

A front door. a thermosta t. a s ide,,·a!k lined 
\\·ith black \\Tough t-iron fences. concrete stoops 

.;;,_ !· l!rnt\TH . r I · -1 : ~ 

Photo by Steve 1\ag •• 

Construction of the United Center spurred renewed 
1nterest in the surrounding West Side ne1ghborhooci 



Horner 
CO!\Tl!\l.:ED f"ROM P.\Gt: I 

where people can sit on a warm 
spring day - it all sounds pretty 
unspectacular. right ? But that's 
precisely the point. Things like 
these, so commonplace. so easy to 
take for granted , were missing 
from public housing. Combined 
with decades of neglect by local 
housing officials and federal poli­
cies that packed the projects with 
the poorest of the poor, their 
absence created a huge st igma, 
making public housing the kind 
of place people would go miles out 
of their way to avoid. 

Now. these small touches are 
being put back, part of a. national 
effort to draw working families to 
public housing and to break up 
the deep concentration of poverty 
th-at is the root cause of the 
projects' litany of pathologies. Call 
it the architecture of normalcy. 
While it has yet to work a mirac­
uilius transformation at Henry 
Horner, which is the flrst large­
scale redevelopment of public 
housing in Chicago, it nonetheless 
has made major strides toward 
turning around the lives of people 
like White. In the process, it is 
sending a powerful message about 
the essential role that design has 
to play in creating thriving com­
mlinities. 

That message is timely because 
other attempts to remake notori­
ous housing projects here are 
gathering steam. By Tuesday, for 
example, real estate developers 
were to submit plans for the flrst 
stage of transforming Cabrini­
Green into a racially diverse 
neighborhood with a mix of 
income groups that includes the 
very poor. While the circum­
stances vary from project to proj­
ect, the mandate basically is the 
same: Break down the barriers 
between public housing and the 
rest of America. 

The subtitle of Alex Kotlowitz's 
1991 book about Henry Horner, 
"There Are No Children Here," 
went to the heart of this division: 
"The Story of Two Boys Growing 
Up in the Other America." The 
warped expectations formed by 
this "other America" were encap­
sulated in the words of the two 
bo y s, yo ung brothers named 
Lafeyette and Ph'a roah Rive rs. 
They would start conversations 
abo ut the future by saying. " If I 
grow up," rather than "When I 
grow up ." 

Since 1991. things have taken a 
turn for the better at Henry Hor· 
ncr. and there are many reasons 
why: th e 1994 opening of the 
Uni ted Center . which ca used real 
estate investors to look a t the 
neighborhood a new: a ci ty push to 
impro\·e s treets and other infra · 
str ucture on the !'\ear \\'es t Side. 
\\' h ic h cul minntcd wi th the 1!19fi 
ll c· mnc T:l l ic \':1t rnnn l r·nm r ntrn n 

Townhouses are replacing tower-in-the-park style public housing. 

at the United Center; and the 1995 
settlement of a lawsuit filed 
against the CHA by Horner ten­
ants, which cleared the way for 
the current reconstruction and 
renovation. 

In brief, this is what is happen­
ing as part of a redevelopment 
program that will cost more than 
$125 million. Two high-rises and 
three mid-rises, which once 
loomed like giants above the Lake 
Street elevated train tracks, have 
been demolished and are being 
replaced with brown·brick row­
houses, like White's, and town­
houses along the L. Outside Henry 
Horner's borders, vacant lots that 
once resembled gaps in a row of 
teeth are being filled in with brick· 
faced apartment houses. A total of 
466 new units are to be built, 
matching the number lost to 
demolition. The units are being 
split evenly between Horner ten­
ants with very low incomes and 
working families whose incomes 
range from 50 percent to 80 per­
cent of the median Chicago-area 
income (about $25,000 to $40.000 a 
year for a family of four). These 
units are being built by the Habi­
tat Co., the court ·appointed . 
receiver for the CHA's scattered­
site housing program. 

At the same time. in the shadow 
of the United Center. the th r ee· 
building Henry Horner Annex. 
which former CHA chairman Vin· 
ce nt Lan e once vowed to tear 
down. is being renovated by the 
Walsh Construction Co. While the 
Annex 's two low ·rises r emain 
untouched . the transformat ion of 
its se\·en· story midrise is a lmos t 
compl ete. the old red·bri ck faca de 
repainted be ige. gray a nd \\'hit e. a 
pnlette co mpnr·;:rhle tn th nt " f ti1P 

United Center. 
That, really , is what distin­

guishes the new public housing 
on Chicago's West Side: It strives 
to be indistinguishable from its 
surroundings. I 

Public housing once tried to 
stand apart Its architects' motives 
were pure, even if racist politics 
confined their towers to urban 
ghettos. Move the towers back 
from filthy, packed slums , the 
architects said. Let them stand in · 
the middle of oversized blocks, or ' 
"superblocks," made by closing off 
streets of the traditional citY grid. 
Give everybody plenty of space, as 
well as access to light and air. 
Line the faces of the towers with 
breezeways, "streets in the sky," 
where mothers could rock their 
baby carriages. 

The collapse of this tower-in-the- ' 
park utopia and the nightmarish · 
conditions that put public housing 
on the national political agenda 
are well known even if the root 
causes aren 't. The deterioration 
resulted as much from federal pol­
icies that restricted public hous­
ing to the poorest of the poor and 
a lack of maintenance by local 
officials as ill-conceived design. 
But architecture certainly exacer­
bated the basic problem: the social 
isolation of the very poor. 

That 's why the redevelop ment 
plan for the new to;vnhouses and 
rowhouses. drafted by San Fran· 
cisco architect Peter Calthorpe 
an d modified by the Chicago 
a r chitectural firm s of So lomon 
Cardwell Buenz & Associates and 
Johnson & Lee. is working : It 
phys ically reconnects public hous· 
ing with th e ar ea a r o und i t. 
St ree ts. like f\ la ypo le. thn t were 
t:lk c n out to mak e \\' ;J \ ' fnr t hP 



superblocks have been put back. 
So have alleys. So have sidewalks 
and street lights. 

This sort of planning is called 
the New Urbanism, but in truth it 
is the old-fashioned way of mak­
ing cities. Here, public space is 
treated not as a wide-open plain 
punctuated by freestanding tow­
ers, as in the original public hous­
ing, but as an outdoor room 
framed by the walls of its· three­
story buil di ngs, whi ch house 
duplexes a bove ground-floor 
apartments. By varying the colors 
of the bricks and the profile of the 
gables over each main entrance, 
the architects approximate the 
visual variety of a typical street 
and suggest the way detached 
single-family homes express the 
identity sf their occupants. · 

Say goodbye, in short, to the 
faceless monotony of public hous­
ing. 

The design serYes practical pur­
poses, too, like encouraging infor­
mal surveillance of the street by 
neighbors looking through win­
dows or people sitting on stoops. 
Those are the "eves on the street" 
absent from the "old high-rh?s, as 
the urbanologist Jane ,- .! cobs 
famously observed. Seemingly an 
ornamental touch, the wrought­
iron fences demarcate where the 
sidewalk's public space ends and 
the home's private oeone starts. 
They say, in effect "Don't come in 
here unless you belong." 

Not surprisingly, reported 
crimes at the Horner complex, 
which is roughly six blocks long 
and two blocks wide; dropped by 
17 percent from 1996 to 1997, 
according to the CHA 's Henry 
Horner redevelopment manager, 
John Tuhey, who also attributes 
the decline to more evictions, rig­
orous screening and the presence 
of additional CHA police and 
security personneL 
-The new construction also 
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helped to create a new way of 
thinking among public-housing 
residents. White, for example. now 
talks about living in a house 
rather than a project. In the past, 
residents would be ashamed to 
list their address on job applica­
tions, fearing that prospective 
employers would shun them. Now 
they can write down an address 
like 2213 W. Maypole and "hold 
their heads up high," says Will­
iam Wilen, a lawyer for the ten­
ants. Even though they 't:e on the 
same land where the towers used 
to be, they are, in effect, "off the 
reservation." 

There are still signs that this is 
public housing, like the fact that 
residents don't have mailboxes 
afftxed to the front of their apart­
ments; instead, they must walk to 
post-office boxes perched on ped­
estals at intervals along the street 
In addition, there isn't a decent 
large grocery store for blocks. In 
short, though the area· is moving 
toward a mix of income groups it 
still lacks the mix of uses that 
makes city neighborhoods lively 
and convenient 

Even so, much of the shame 
attached to living in public hous­
ing here has vanished; the waiting 
list for the rowhouses and town­
houses is in the hundreds. Their 
design attracts the working fami­
lies who shunned public housing 
in the past. Similarly, smartly 
designed detached apartment 
houses in the area · south of Hor­
ner are proving a strong draw 
and .are stimulating private 
investment, such as the rehab of a 
row of private Victorian homes 
along West Jackson Street 

The walls between the projects 
and the city also are coming down 
with the rehabilitation of the 
seven-story Horner Annex, 
although it ma y not seem that 
way at first glance. Instead of 
weaving new housing into the fab-

ric of the city, as the rowhouses 
aim to do, the renovation creates 
a fenced and gated complex. 

Does that strategy repeat the 
mistake of the early public hous­
ing'! Not necessarily, when you 
realize this is the way scores of 
condominium complexes around 
Chicago and the .nation are 
arranged today. This is middle­
class high-rise living - which is 
what residents are saying when 
they crow that the Annex "looks 
like condos." 

A key aspect of the renovation 
is that the architects, the Chicago 
firm of VOA, designed with their 
ears as well as their eyes. Res i­
dents were consulted on almost 
every aspect ·of the redesign. For 
example, indoor hallways with tile 
floors replaced breezeways paved 
in concrete, making the corridors 
more like a hotel than a housing 
project. Apartment sizes were 
expanded, and kitchens got ameni­
ties like wood cabinets. "We 
wanted to give it a look that made 
it our house," says the building's 
president, 39-year-old Annette 
Hunt. 

Much is still to be done at Hor­
ner, like ensuring that all of the 
units get built on time and on 
budget; already there have been 
delays. Disputes continue over the 
quality of construction as well as 
the screening of tenants; if these 
details are not attended to, Chi­
cago will simply have replaced a 
high-rise ghetto with a low-rise 
ghetto. Even so, public officials, 
architects and Horner residents 
are taking the right first steps to 
erase the stigma that denned the 
"other America." It's all about 
bringing back the little things that 

·tum "housing" into "home." 



HENRY HORNER HOMES 

ORIGINAL SITE PLAN (Super Blocks) 
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HENRY HORNER HOMES 

PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
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HENRY HORNER HOMES 

NEW TOWN HOMES 



Overview of Horner Super Block B - November 1997 
Photographed from Top of High Rise on Leavitt Looking East 

56 Townhouse Units (to the south) Completed Jan.-Aug. 1997 
71 Townhouse Units Under Construction 



Close Up of First 56 Horner (Super Block B) Townhouse Units Completed Aug. 1997 
Photographed in Nov. 1997 from Top of High Rise on Leavitt Looking East 

71 Townhouse Units (to the north) Under Construction 



2113-2147 W. Maypole 
Eighteen 3-Bedrooms, Eighteen 2-Bedrooms 
Horner Super Block B (198) 

Horner New Horizons (New England Builders/HAM) 
Solomon Cordwell Buenz & Associates 

Completed 1997 



114-122 N. Hoyne (Close up) 
Five 3-Bedrooms, Five 2-Bedrooms 
Horner Super Block B (198) 

Horner New Horizons (New England Builders/HAM) 
Solomon Cordwell Buenz & Associates 

Completed 1997 



114-122 N. Hoyne 
Five 3-Bedrooms, Five 2-Bedrooms 
Horner Super Block B (198) 

Horner New Horizons (New England Builders/HAM) 
Solomon Cordwell Buenz & Associates 

Completed 1997 



19 S. Hoyne 
Four 3-Bedrooms 
Horner lnfill (188) 

Near Westside Showcase, J.V. (MCUNear Westside) 
Smith and Smith 
Completed 1997 



2106 W. Washington 
Three 3-Bedrooms 
Horner lnfill (195) 

Starr/Enterprise L.L.C (Enterprise Development/Hull House) 
Bauhs Dring & Main 

Completed 1997 



25 S. Hoyne 
Two 4-Bedrooms 
Horner lnfill (188) 

Near Westside Showcase, J.V. (MCUNear Westside) 
Smith and Smith 
Completed 1997 



45 N.Oakley 
Two 3-Bedrooms 
Horner lnfill (188) 

Near Westside Showcase, J .V. (MCUNear Westside) 
Smith and Smith 
Completed 1997 
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The Chicago Housing Authority 
Stp +her 9, 1996 

Mr. ChMopber Hornig 
Deputy AJaiswtt Secrewy 
Office of Public Houaq Investmenu 
U.S. Departmem of Housin& and 

Urban Development 
451 Sevenm S~ SW., Room 4138 
Wasb.inpm. DC 20410 

Dear Mr. Hornia: 

• r 

It is my pleasure to IUbmit diis HOPE VI application tD comiDue the revialiw:ion ~ 
underway at tbe Hemy Homer Homes aDd to bqin redevelopment at tbe 3,500 uak 
complex mown as ABLA. 

HOPE VI il critical to tbe contimwf recovery aDd 1oq-tmn mmmability of~~-
With the most severely distressed public bousiD& developmeaa in tbe Datioa. die ·-:II· · 
wholly dependent on tbe HOPE VI proaram to redevelop tbele C()IDII'IJDi · · To- ' 
underscore tbe overwbelmina ~ the mamwcory coavenioa 1quap in dUI •_i)' · 
app1opriation biD would require tbe demotitiOa of Delrly 19,0Q0 UDib of plblic honq;­
Tbis fundiJ11 would enable CHA tiJ demolisb sametiFCbe·moa nm down. crime iafatii ~ 

hi&b rises while upcradina aod expand~l tbe ~ boaaina stock iD -~10· 

Three higb rises have alrady been tOin down ll Heury HOI'Der, aDd two more will be. :.· 
demolilbed laler in me year. Rep~ bGaaini ' is UDder ~tioa c. 1bie uiiima'·. 
site m1 in tbe surtOUDdina COIDJJlW1ity: This actmty hal beeli tbe camlylt for ~y · 
redevelopment of tbe emire Near West side of Chicaao, traDSformina a desolate, povetij··. 
stricken inDer city area imD a vibnm mixed income COdilmmity. Thil HOPE VI ft~ ·, 
would add 150 UDitl of Dew low rile bouliD& to tbe 466'-mts already under~-. 
or iD tbe pi'*ouna aqa. All of the UDill t.Wt ~ 011 and ott sit£ wiD be divided eqQal1y ~ 
betweea very low iDceme md wakiD& families. · 

ARA oftin ~ ~ilit:ia oaa p1r wi1b cmrini-Greeo-prime ralelllll '"* · · 
-- . . tJr miDd . developmem. This ftmdiDI ~ eDIIII $1••1i••• :c · · 

IDCCIIDe -- . . • ' . • '~ 
4aapidded bi&fJ n.s and tbe COIJICNCtioD of 200 replacemem unill oa:..~~ • ·· 

·iad· aa vaam parcels in tbe vicinity. ABLA is abo i!Ehlded in !M A .... a. . 
· · · coasolidatioD ~~relocation has bepD in two apaate ~: 01: tbf 

· 1 • 4

": • ·r developmeDL . ' 

Thank you for your coosidention of this ftmdina request. 

_::('". •..& · - • h ..... , . . . - -
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Business and Professional People 
for the Public Interest 

U. s. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development 

451 Seventh Street, s. w. - #4138 
Washington, D. C. 20410 

September 9, 1996 

Attn: Director, Office of Public Housing Investments 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of the Gautreaux plaintiffs, we write this 
letter in support of the application of the Chicago Housing 
Authority pursuant to the NOFA (Docket No. FR-4076-N-01) 
published in the Federal Register of Monday, July 22, 1996. 
The application seeks $42,918,550 of funding for 350 
replacement housing units at CHA's Horner and ABLA 
developments . 

We wish to point out that the application is submitted 
pursuant to the sentence in the NOFA (F.R. 38025) which 
states: 

"In order to meet ita obligation• under tbe Gautreaux 
Consent Decree requiring HUD to provide comparable 
relief when HUD cannot provide section 8 New 
Construction assistance, HUD may provide funding for up 
to 350 public housing replacement units to the Chicago 
Housing Authority, provided that the funding will 
fulfill an unsatisfied obligation under the Consent 
Decree to provide comparable relief, and provided, that 
the Chicago Housing Authority submits one or more 
applications for such public housing replacement units 
in response to this NOFA.~ 

We also wish to make reference to Secretary Cisneros' 
letter to Alexander Polikoff dated July 1, 1996, in which the 
Secretary says that although the HOPE VI grants will be 
awarded under a competitive process, the NOFA "will provide 
an absolute priority for a CHA HOPS VI application seeking 
funding for up to 350 replacement housing units ... ~ 

The Gautreaux plaintiffs do ~ agree that their 
entitlement to a FY1996 set-aside under the Gautreaux Consent 
Decree may be conditioned upon CHA's NOFA application. See 
the letter to the Secretary from Alexander Polikoff dated 
July 12, 1996. However, to avoid controversy over what may 
be a moot point in light of the Secretary's "absolute 
priority'' statement, and because we fully support the plana 

17 Eatt Monroe Scrtft, Suitt 212. ChicaJD• Illinois 60603 



for the 350 replacement housing units described in CHA's 
application, we have agreed to postpone taking other steps 
pending HUD's response to the NOFA application. Moreover, we 
have told HUD lawyers that honoring the NOFA application will 
be viewed by the Gautreaux plaintiffs as fulfilling the 
unsatisfied HUD obligation under the Gautreaux Consent Decree 
respecting the FY1996 Gautreaux set-aside. We do, of course, 
reserve our rights to seek the FY1996 Gautreaux set-aside in 
other ways should the CHA NOFA application not be honored. 

I 

We wish to add that our Gautreaux support for the NOFA 
application is complete. We believe that the Horner portion 
has the potential to move the revitalizing Horner area a 
giant step forward, and that the ABLA portion can begin a 
strong revitalization effort in another nearby community that 
is ripe for such activity. 

ALP:mm 
cc: Howard Schmeltzer 

Edwin Eisendrath 

j 
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Exhibit A: Stat8ment of Objecttvn and Goals 

The prinary objective~ of the proposal are: 1 ). to continue to carry out a •Revitalization Program• that is set out in a 

Fedn C®rt consent decree in Horner Mothe(s Gyjld ys CHAJHUO and 2). to develop and implement a 

comprehensive self-su1flciency program for residents to permit them to be economically, socially, and culturally 

independent The Court Order calls for a •conversion of The Homer Development from a densely populated, 

dilapidated and exclusively very low income project characterized by high vacancies and dangerous and hazardous 

conditions to a mixed-income neighborhood consisting of new and renovated mid-fise and low-fise, low-density 

homes that are fully occupied and maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary manner: • 

1. Changing the physjcal shape of pyblic housjng. The proposal calls for the demolition of four ( 4) obsoM!te 

high rise structures ( 15 stories) with six (6) building addresses which contain a total of 7 43 very low 

income public housing units. Two (2) of the high rises already have HUO approval for demolition. 

Relocation is about two-thirds complete on these two high-rises, which should facilitate that demolition. 

Relocation recently began on the two (2) additional building addresses now being proposed for 

demolition. The proposed replacement housing wiD be new houses and semkietached homes similar 

and complementary to the surrounding community. Badly needed open recreation space is also being 

provided to assist mar1<eting and quality of life to the new community. 

2. Establishing positive Incentives. The plan intends to develop a home-ownership component to the 

revitalization as self-sufftciency programs are implemented. AU CHA vendors and management vendors 

are required to hire residents for 10% of all jobs or conbibuta 10% of contract proceeds for resident 

training. Through arrangements with the local assistance offtces, ftnancial incentives for welfare 

recipients taking training or employment are being provided, as wetl as a heatth service safety net A 

•consortium• of over 20 community groups and seMc:e providers has been formed to provide a total 

support network to wor1< with residents in day care, job training, placement, job development, education, 

security, lnCI hulth care alternatives. The University of Illinois and the lllinoCs Medical Center Oisbict 

have offered to identify new and turnover jobs from their 54,000 job employment base. 

3. EnfQrcjog toygh expectations. Private management took over on July 1, 1998 as part of the court order. 

The new Management Plan provides for prompt eviction for non-payment and for-cause cases, sbict 

adherence to the •one stnke and you're out" initiative. Under the Court Order a new Security Plan was 

• Source: Amended Consent Decree, Henr:y Homer Mothe[J Gyjld et aJ ys CHAetal.: 

September 1995 (Case No. 91C3318). 
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implemented on June 14, 1996 which proyjdes for~~ CHA police and CHA security guards to be 

on-site, execute vertical and perimeter patrols, and adds bicycle patrols to the aggressi\le entorcem.t ~ 

procea. A rwident 10 system and security booth stations are being im~ in existing higtHise 

and mid-rile buildings. A system of rule violations with warnings, tines, and evictions for non<omplianoe 

is being implemented and enforced. The Tenant Selection Committee, required by the Court Order is 

made up of private management. members of the surrounding pfivate community and Homer residents. 

Police checks, credit checks, direct interviews, and home inspections are required and considered in 

selecting new tenants. 

4. Lessening Concentratjons of Poverty. The proposal calls for demolition of 743 very low-income pubfic 

housing units and replacing them with 150 single family, duplex, and two-ftats. AJI win be for "mixed• 

income (50% very low and 50% for 50-80% median income). The residents already being relocated 

under the Homer and Gatreaux Court Orders are receiving mixed income units in the area, scattered site 

units in non-Afro-American census tracts and Section 8 housing. The entire ptan is geared to ending 

social and economic isolation, providing numerous alternatives in attaining seff-su1ftciency and opening 

up new opportunities by partnering with pnvate businesses, government agendet, institutions and 

non-profit organizations. 

5. Forging partnershjos. Over 20 social service, health, community organizations and government 

agencies have formed "task forces" to address jobs, education, human resources, planning, security, 

economic development. and property management for the devetopment and surrounding community 

(where low density, mixed income housing is being integrated into the exiting neighbottlood under the 

Court Order reptacement p&.n). These groups have forged a comprehensive program to address the 

overall needs of preunt public housing residents as they transition into the revitalized overall community 

being crut8d. The grou~ meet regulal1y to carry on their wor1c and are accountabte on a monthly basis 

to a c:amrTIM1ity forum which includes the overaJI neighborhood and the CHA residents. The University 

of tninoil 11 providing technicaJ assistance to the Task Force and is about to undertake an in depth 

Family Needs Assessment (Required by Court Order). That Assessment will indude inventOtY supptieB 

of the services needed and assist in accesaing these seMc:es. The University and the IUinois Medical 

Center District are identifying entry levet, turnover, and future employment opportunities for residents. 

Together these two institutions emptoy over 54,000 employees. Residents wiU be trained or referred 

based on skills required for speciftc jobs. 

Exhibit A Statement of Objectives and Goals PageA2. 01, 



Exhibit C: Physical Description of Revitalization Plan 

The overall revitalization plan for the Homer Development (Projects ll 2-19, ll 2-278, and IL 2-35) is a 

multi-year, multi-phase program being canied out by a Federal Court Consent Decree. 

Phase I began in April of 1995 and will result in demolition of 466 units (2 high rises and 3 mid rises) in 

the Homer Extension (IL2-35). Funding has already been provided for 466 replacement units which are 

under construction. Two hundred of the units are being built back on site of the demolished units 

(lessening the density by about 60%) and 266 units are being be provided by new construction on 

scattered vacant, in-fill sites or acquisition and rehabilitation of vacant and existing properties in the 

surrounding communities. These sites were the subject of a court approved waiver under the 

Gautreaux Desegregation case and have been determined to be ·Revitalizing Areas• under the 

provisions of that case. As a condition of the waiver, the replacement housing units are to be for 

•mixed• income occupancy (50% of the residents must eam 50% or less of median income and 50% of 

the residents must eam 51% to 80% of the median income). AJso induded in Phase 1 is the 

rehabilitation of ll 2-278 (The Annex Homes). This former 109 unit devetopment is being completely 

renovated into 90 apartments convertible to 98 units with appropriate community space and outdoor 

recreation. It is in progress and scheduled for completion in about 16 months. The development is to 

be re-maM<eted as a "mixed" income community using 50% of median families and 51 to 80% of median 

families. Phase I is to be completed in April of 1997 under the Court Order. 

Phase Ill is to consist of the complete rehabilitation of the seven (7) mid-rise buildings in the Homer 

Homes. The rehabilitation is more incremental than the development in Phase I or II. These mid-rises 

are presently undergoing a SS million dangerous and hazardous repair program, new elevators are to 

be put in, and extensive exterior repairs to the brick and concrete is about to begin. Significant other 

investments in pest control, recreation, landscape, and preventive maintenance are being made. Phase 

Ill is to be completed on or before April, 2001. 
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Targeted Development 

This Hope VI application, if funded, would provide funding for the beginning of the next phase of 

revitalization at Homer and would demolish the four remaining high-rise struct\Jres and provide land for 

additional replacement housing units and badly needed open, recreation space. 

1. No changes in the size, shape, or use of interior spaces to existing units is contemplated under 

this application. Only demolition and provision of replacement housing units is proposed. 

2. The provision of open, recreation area is proposed as part of this application. Land would be 

provided within the site to be demolished to facilitate park. sport facilities, and provision of other 

social and recreation services to the residents who will reside in the 1 SO replacement housing 

units to be provided as replacement housing under this application and the 486 replacement 

housing units previous!y funded under the Court settlement 

3. The proposed on-site replacement units for the tc be demotished public housing units would be 

provided as follows: 

No. BR Size Unit Type 

10 2BR Sefni.Oetached 

55 3BR Semi-Detached 

8 4BR Semi-Oetached 

2 5BR Semi-Detached 

The units wiU avoid or lessen concentrations of very low-income families by requesting a 

Gautreaux Revitalizing wa'Ner tc permit 50% of the units to be provided tc very low income 

families and 50% to families earning 51 to 80% of area median income. Also, the design of the 1 

units will be rowhouses and duplex units that will accommodate only two families per building, 

one of which will be marketed to a very low income family and the other to a 51-80% median ~ 1 
• 

income family. 
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. .. 

4. No otr-site replacement housing units are proposed under this application for targeted 

development 

5. No Section 8 certificates are being proposed to be used for replacement or relocation housing 

under this application. Relocation of the families presently residing in the buildings are already 

covered by the Homer Consent Decree and are being provided out of already existing 

certificates. The families who have already chosen Section 8 certificates as their housing 

replacement choice under the Court Order are being provided counseling through the 

Metropolitan Leadership Council of Greater Chicago. If they choose to enter their program 

after counseling, they are given priolity. 

6. No site acquisitions are proposed under this application and all replacement housing will be 

· built back on land to be made available after demolition. 

7. All new replacement units will be wired for computer access cable as part of the specification 

for construction. 

8. A copy of a Post-revitalization Map delineating the various phases of revitalization under the 

Court Order is attached. The "target developmenr areas covered by this application are 

specially identified on that map. 

9. The 1996 Consolidated Plan/Action Plan of the City of Chicago (prepared for HUD November 

1995) finds the following Housing needs: 

a. Extremely Low-Income: 0-30°.4 of Median Family Income. 

• 75% of extremely low-income households experience excessive 
cost burdens. 

• The availability of 16,000 vacant units overall is not enough to 
reduce the demand for atfcrdable units at this Jevet. 

• 61% of large renter households at 0-30% median financial 
income live in overcrowded conditions. 

b. Low-Income: 31 to 50% of Median Family Income. 

• 75% of renters and 42% of homeowners experience housing 
problems. 

Exhibit C: Physical Description of Revitalization Plan 
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Large minority households experience the greatest number of 
housing problems at this income level. 
The nearly 30,000 vacant units at this income level are not enough 
to meet the demand fer affordable housing. 

c. Moderate Income: 50 to 80% of Median Family Income. 
• 41% of renter households face severe cost burdens. 
• Elderly and single person households demonstrate the greatest 

incidence of housing problems at this income levef. 
• Over one-half of large rental households live in overcrowded 

conditions. 

The Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) reports that a total of 26,967 registered households are seeking 

housing units in CHA as of August 9, 1993. At that time CHA was calling and processing applicants 

who had registered in April of 1991 for high-rises, in September of 1991 for low-rises and in June of 

1984 fer scattered-site housing. 

Once families are drawn from the registration list and certifted as eligible, the average waiting list (as of 

September, 1995) exceeds one year fer high-rises, four years for low-rises and ftve to seven years for 

scattered-site housing. 

Although CHA's Section· 8 waiting lists for non-elderly households have been closed since 1985 a total 

of more than 47,000 families were waiting for Section 8 assistance as of October 1, 1995. Families 

currently being called from the list fer Section 8 have been waiting approximately 19 years. In addition, 

CHA has been receiving applicants at a rate of approximately 100 per month under the Federal 

preference categories. There is additional pent-up demand from househokts who cannot register due to 

a closed list 

Finally, based on a Martsetabjljty Analysis of the RevjtaHzatioo Plan by American Marl<eting Services it 

was found that 

"The rental units proposed under the Homer Revitalization Plan should prove to be highly mart<etable. 

The proposed rents will be very affordable to households earning between 50% and 80% of median 

income. In addition to the competitive pricing and desirable product proposed under the plan, 

marketability as a mixed-income development will be greatly enhanced by the location and existing 

characteristics of the overall community." 
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EXHIBIT 0 

APPUCATIONS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION 

1. Comparison of construction costs and acquisition or acquisition and rehabilitation for 
the proposed area - Not applicable (see 2 below) 

2. Under the Gautreaux/Revitaliz.ing Waiver issued by the Federal Court in Gautreaux 
Desegregation Case the area for potential replacement housing is limited to the areas generally 
bounded by Damen Avenue, Lake Street, Van Buren Street, and Western A venue and by 
Talman Street, Lake Street, Warren Boulevard and Kedzie. Based on a Multiple listing Service 
search or currently available housing in these neighborhoods, CHA certifies that there is 
insufficient existing housing in the neighborhood to develop the replacement housing through 
acquisition of existing housing or through acquisition and rehabilitation. 

The searches indicate that only 4 single family homes are available in the area with an 
average acquisition cost before rehabilitation of $124,450 and that only 7 multi-family 2 and 
3 flats are available with an average market price of $204,714 before rehabilitation. 

3. Although the application is for new const~ction, the CBA will accept 
acquisition of existing housing or acquisition and rehabilitation if BUD deter­
mines the CBA certification of insufficient housing does not support approval 
of new construction. 

Signed: 
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The pr;or;ties were~ baed on the input of the ~.~Ill ~ts of CHA, and the 

directiYa of the Cot.rt eon.tt Decrte: 

Cl To cooect ltfe, health and safety ~s (e.g.: inoperable trash chutes, elevatcn, plumbing and compadDrs) 

CJ To determine the operational condition of the community through ftle audits and operattt.g assessments. Oetemwte 
the status of recertiftcations and TARS. 

CJ To determine the physical needs of the property through detailed maintenance inspections tc enable us tc prepare a 

comprehensive and accurate budget, maintenance schedule, and preventative maintenance program. 

Cl To cJean the years accumulation of trash and dirt from convnon areas and grounds. 

CJ To assess the security requirements of the community and to strategically addreu theM within the limitations of the 

budget 

Cl To immediately improve the image of the community through extltrior deanUneu and profess;onaJ business otftcef'staff' 

appearance. 

CJ To determine the sodoeconomic requirements of the residents and tc begin empowerment programs. 

Cl To wori< with the Task Forces, Committees, and interested parties to accompCish on a priority basis the agendas of 

each. 

Cl To adhere to the letter of the Consent Decree. 

2. Reward work and promote stability 

CHA has already established ceiling rents and various income disregard incentives for residents. These programs 

are being carried out in conjunction with other government agencies (such as Aid to Dependent Children, the 

Governors office, the Mayors Oftk:e of Employment and Training), the Building Trades Union (with a Step Up 

Apprentice Program for the replacement housing), CHA Contnldl:n and venders (requiring 10% of contract amount 

for resident hiring or a 10% of contract proceeds tc a fund to provide ~ nining), priY8 management (before 

private management 1 of 65 management emptoyees were residents, aft8r 22 out of 52 .. residents), and 

utilization of speciat Relident Company procurement regulations (allowing CHA tc let contracts tc resident owned 

businesses up to S1 max, without competition). 

3. Tenant ScrHnlng and L.Hse Enforcement 

The Court Consent Decree establishes a Tenant Screening Committee (TSC), a tenant screening process, and 

Continued Occupancy Standards. A six person TSC has been established to review tenant ftles, school records, 

crimina history, and credit records. The TSC also considers: experience in obtaining or seeking employment ability 

of household to abide by terms of tease; the family's desire tc avail itself of seMcel tc address thetr needs; and their 

willingness to become responsible households in the community. The TSC is rn8de up of residents, CHA. 

management. and surrounding community memberS. 
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'Ne want the community tc have standards so that not just any raident will be approved for oc::cupancy, wtlrle 

remaining cognizant of Fa;r HousU1g Law. Consistent and thorough resident seteening can reduce the risk of 

leasing to the wrong resident The Screening Committee and Pinnacle will establish and maintain a leasing program 

to assure that 

Q The resident qualifying criteria will be in writing, clear and understandable. 

Q House Rules are stated in positive language and au residents will sign these rules when they move in, and again at 

lease renewal (or annually). 

CJ We will discuss with the resident the circumstances under which they can be removed. 

CJ We will distnbute anti-drug booklets to children and adults at move-in. 

Q We will perform current home visits on all prospective residents. 

CJ We will perform housekeeping inspections semi-annually. 

Q We will provide to each resident a home care manual and training on care of their apartment within 60 days of move-in. 

The "Tenant Screening Committee" responsibility has been formalized into a three part process. 

Part 1 

Occupancy files will include all leasing information and background checks on all persons to occupy the unit over 15 

years of age. A review of the applicable information will be made by the Assistant Business Manager in a format 

agreed to by the committee. This information will include: 

1. Name of the Applicant 

2. Age of the Applicant 

3. Family Composition, ages and sex of children. 

4. Current address and description of domicile 

5. Summary of the Credit Report findings 

6. Summary of the Background Check findings 

7. Apartment size required. 

a. Any other rwlattYe infonnation 

Part2 

After file approval by the Screening Committee on Part 1, Pinnade wiD conduct home visits to assess housekeeping 

skills of the prospective resident Duling this home visit a Needs Assessment will be compMtted. Should there be 

any extreme social concems with the prospective resident. this will be brought to the attention of the Screening ...... 

Committee during the second meeting in the process. 

Exhibit F: Operation and Management Principles 
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the CHA sua:essfully met the expedad goajs for the quarter. The Autnonty I"'Ceived ., overaJt ~erage of "C" b' its 

1995 modernization sccre. The Authority ia not on the "modernization trou~ lilt· 

" Audit 

a. CHA 

The FY 94 found the CHA to be lacking in certain major systems criticaJ to support the operations of the Authority. 

Immediately upon its arrival the new HUO management team developed a comprehensive plan to address the 

outstanding HUO findings; many of these findings have been successfully addressed as noted in the draft FY 95 

audit 

b. Habitat (as receiver) 

On June 21 , 1996, upon completion of their audit of both the Scattered Site Program and the Chicago Metropolitan 

Housing Development Corporation (CMHOC)IThe Habitat Con1J*ty JQnt Venture, Peat Malwick LLP issued the 

statement that the Scattered Site Demonstration Program complied, in all ntltriaJ respects, with all HUO and 

government accounting requirements and standards for the YUI ended Oec:ember 31 I 1 ~. 

4. Implementation 

1. CHA 

The CHA is confident of its capacity to quickly implement the HOPE VI Revitalization Program at Homer Homes. 

First, as noted above, the CHA has made a strong commitment of time and resources to its redevelopment program 

and has been moving forward aggressively at four developments. In April 1998, the CHA established a separate 

Redevelopment Division, charged with oversight of these various ~t eftbrta. Thil division, having been 

intimatety invotved in developing the HOPE VI proposal will be petfedly potsec:t to begin the necessary next steps in 

the event of an award. 

b. Habitat (as receivw') 

1 mplementation of the progrwn c.n begin quickly under the development man.gement of The Habitat Company 

since they are fully operational u Receiver for CHA's Scattlnd Site Program. Stafftng (acquisition, plllnning, 

construction management, accounting, administration) and processes (RFPs, design, convnunity relations, Section 

3, etc.) are currently in operation. 

5. Prtor txpertenct In flnanclal/ltvtraglng I partnership 

\S noted above, it is only under the leadership of the new management team that the Authority has made progress 

in the revitalization of its public housing communities. However, at each of its redevelopment projec:ta described 
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.. 
above, the CHA is pui'Ung innovattw financing modefs and watdng ID Pf'On"'Itti pubflc private partnershi~. The . ..., 

CHA is comrMI8d tc using ~ doftars to leverage funding and support rrom the priY8te m~~rtcet as well as other 

City agencies. The Chic8go Metropolitan Housing Development Corporation (CMHDC) a CHA subsidiary may~ 
play a signiftcant role in purs;ng innovative financing partnerships to ensure the implementation of the proposed 

revitalization plan. 

6. Recelvtrahlp 

a. CHA 

Following the takeover in 1995, HUD is still legally responsible fer the operations of the Authority through the person 

of the Secretary' Representative-who acts as CHA Chairman. 

b. Habitat (as receiver) 

In 1987, The Habitat Company was appointed by Federal the Court as Receiver for CHA's Scatteied SHe 

(non-elderly) Housing Program. The tat of the 1,608 units (approximately 250) are currently under COI18tnJdion. 

Based on Habitafs experience and success in completing these progr8ml in a cost-eft'wctJve and timely rnannlr, the 

company is also under contract to CHA in joint venture with CMHOC, an afftliat8 of CHA, to develop 375 units under 

the "Demonstration Program." Habitat is responsible fer the acquisition of land, planning, development, cons1nJc:tiol. 

management and all related accounting functions. 

7. Proposed Staftlng 

See organization charts from CHA and Habitat below. 

THEH~TATCOM~AHY 

Aa Rec.._. for 1M CNc8eo Houllnl Autllofly'a scaa.rM Sle ~ 

ACQUIJTION 
SPICIAUSTS 
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3. P1rtnet1hlpe 

a. The CHA will contract wrttl The Habitat Company as development manager for the im~tation of the HOPl----.... 

V1 Program (Homer and Brooks Extension). The Habitat Company is a full service ral estate brokerage, 

management and development company. Habitat is the court appointed receiver for the development of The 

Chicago Housing Authority's Scattered Site (non~lderty) program. Under this program, Habitat has comptetad OYer 

1,350 units and has additional 330 units under construction. Habitat will be responsible for implementing the plan 

contained in this application. The financial arrangement will be similar to that approved by HUO for development as 

the Receiver. The Habitat administrative costs are budgeted at 4.5% of Total Development Cost and the 

development fee is 3%. Ottler administrative funds are for CHAICMHOC staff and over1'1ead. 

The seff-su1ficiency program is being carried out through a joint partnership of two social setVice consortiums 

already serving the area: 1. The West Side Consortium has eldsted since 1985 lnd is made up of 18 organizations 

and 1 00 service providers who service the needs of ttle Near West Side generaJiy and whictl has as its mission the 

"Raising of funds and other resources for the redevelopment. transformation and economic integration of the Near 

West Side• (fuller explanation of each member organizations background and service specialty can be found under 

Exhibit E.) and 2. New Unity West OrganiZation, which is made up of over a dozen social service, health, day care, 

education, and job training providers who present serve Homer. This newty formed partnership brings hundreds r ~ 

professionally trained staff and literally hundreds of years of experience in the comprehensive provision of services 

to Homer residents for self-suftlciency. 1'he group wil presently use existing funding to streamline the delivery of 

services, reduce duplication, and cooperate with government agencies seeking to create a •one stop• 

comprehensive social service mechanism to Homer residents. The group in conjunction with the HRC, BPI, and 

Central West Community OrganiZation has pledged to seek additional funding necessary to accomplish a holistic 

program to bring residents to full self-sufftciency. 

The University and the Illinois Medical Center Commission have pledged to assist in job development. job 

qualification review, training, and job placement within their joint 54,000 job emptoyment base. Both groups will 

identify new and turnover jobs before they become available and assist the Consortium in training residents for 

these jobs. 

b. The contract with The Habitat Company as development manager will enhance the CHA ability to control costs 

and expand the supply of housing more quictdy. Habitat is currently in the process of developing 466 Replacement 

Units at Homer and will provide continuity between the existing Replacement Program and the Gautreaux HOPE VI 

Program. 

The West Side consortium/New Unity West Partnership will guarantee existing providers and their local clients 1 

voice in the type, scope, and delivery methods to be established to bring families to self.su1ftciency. Further, these 

Exhibit 1: Community and Partnerships 
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groups have a record of resident training and empk)yment in the detivety of tn-. seNic:es. Duplication of services 

nd ec:cnomies of scate should be realized through their joint efbt 

The partnership offered by the University and Medical Center wit open up resident opportunities in education, 

training, and employment never before provided in the community. The partnership between Central West 

Community Organization and the HRC to identify development sites and abandoned buildings for replacement 

housing in the community , jointly participate in the tenant relocation process, and oversee the construction and long 

term property management of the new housing assures a quality control and consultation process that is uplifting the 

entire neighborhood. 

c. Attached are copies of appropriate letters of support and commitment from the numeroys parties involved. 

Exhibit 1: community and Partnerships 
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September 5,1996 

, -.r ·, -cr-.er - ...\ : ~~3 ~t 

Roc~U 
L.A. C. 

Unf.oerstty of lllinOts 
at Cl'IQQO 

WSC«g/ 
Commun111ersrty 

~. 

A.B. L.A. 
L A. C. 

West 
Sicle Future 

.. 

To: Mr. Thorn Finerty, Consultant to ABLA Local Advisory council 
and the Henry Horner Homes Local Advisory Council (HRC) 

From: West Side Consortium, a Coalition of 18 Agencies and 
Institutions Serving Chicago's Near West Side 

Re: Support for the Application in Response to the Hope VI NOFA 

The West Side Consortium networks with over 100 agencies which 
are now serving Near West Side residents in solving problems 
related to housing in deteriorating CHA buildings. Most of 
these families are struggling to move from welfare dependency ~ 
to self-sufficiency. As residents fight for survival, West 
Side Future, West Side Consortium, Unity West Collaborative,and 
major private and public partners are committed t·o economic 
development, education, health, new housing development, social 
services, family · case management, recreation and youth 
development, working with a community searching for opportunity. 

The attached Self-Sufficiency Component of the NOFA and the 
letters of support are evidence of collaboration among social 
service and community development entities to work together 
for the common good of current CHA ABLA and Henry Horner Homes 
residents to take advantage of the new and replacement housing 
to be built with the funds from the CHA response to the u.s. 
Department of H.U.O.'s NOFA. Further, the letters of support 
are indicative of the Near West Side community's commitment 
to provide services necessary to move citizens from unemployment 
to jobs by seeking funds from the private/public sector and 
making use of all available resources in behalf of persons 
caught in welfare and poverty as they prepare for jobs. The 
Near West Side of Chicago can become a model of a transformed 
mixed income community for those who will work together with 
a vision of unity and opportunity for all. The West Side 
Consortium is evidence that when we look to the future with 
hope and well managed distribution of resources, the most 
difficult of urban problems can and will be solved. 

Ben11m111 J. Kendncx 
Matcy-Newoeny ASJOOIIIOn 
1073 W. M-'1 StrHt 
cn.aoo 11. 50101 

Rt¥. Rooert C. Strom 
E.xecutNe SeMCa Cor=s 
30 w. MonrOe. S111te 500 

Cl'uc:a90. 11. 50403 
(3121 550-1152 

, , ~ Fu 
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Exhibit L - Resolution of Litigation 

1. Gautreaux Conaent Decree 

This application is submitted pursuant to the following sentence in the NOFA for Hope V1 Grants as published in the 

Federal Register at page 38025: 

"In order to meet it's obligation under the Gautreaux Consent Decree requiring HUO to provide comparable relief 

when HUD cannot provide Section 8 New Construction assistance, HUO may provide funding for up to 350 public 

housing replacement units to the Chicago Housing Authority, provided that the funding will fulfill an unsatisfied 

obligation under the Consent Decree to provide comparable relief, and provided, that the Chicago Housing 

Authority submits one or more applications for such public housing replacement units in response to this NOFA. • 

The Gautreaux plaintiffs have already indicated in an eartier letter to HUO (July 12 from Alexander Pollikoff to 

Secretary Cisneros) that they do not agree that their entitlement to a FY 199e set-aside under the Gautreaux 

Consent Decree may be conditioned upon a CHA NOFA application. However, the Plaintiffs have indicated to HUO 

that should HUO fund the NOFA application it would be viewed as fulfilling the unsatisfted HUD obligation under the 

Gautreaux Consent Decree for the FY 1996 Gautreaux set-aside. Plaintiff c!ass however has reserved their rights to 

seek a FY 1996 Gautreaux set-aside in other ways if the NOF A application is not honored. 

The 150 units of replacement housing being applied for at the Homer Development and the 200 units being applied 

for at the ABLA (Brooks Extension) represent the set aside "application• referred to in the NOFA. 

2. Homer Conaent Decree 

Under the Homer Consent OecrM (~ 37 and 38): 

"The federal defendants shal provide to the CHA defendants, subject to availability of Congressional 

appropriations, sufllcient funding to enable the CHA defendants to carry out their replacement housing 

obligations over the schedule of the Homer Revitalization Program as described in Paragraph 2. C and Exhibit A 

of this Amended Consent Decree. • 

'"The Federal defendants shall also consider. consistent with Congressional authoriZation and appropriation, 

CHA's application for $50,000,000 in Hope Vl/URO funds or similar funds, induding any Capital and/or 

Management Improvement Funds, if and when the CHA is pennitted by law to ftle such an application. The 

funding obligations of the federal defendants required by this Amended Decree are in addition to their obligations 
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to provide CHA defendants comprehensive Grant. operating subsidies, Gautreaux funding, and other HUO 

funding." 

CHA as defendant has an ongoing requirement under the Consent Decree to appty for any funding that HUO 

may make available that could enable CHA to carry out their replacement housing obligations over the schedule 

of the Homer Revitalization Program. This application is submitted in order to fulfill that obligation by seeking 

150 replacement housing units. 

Paae L2 of 2 



________ T~ .:HlCAGO HOtJ.:)lNG AUTh~· LY 
----------------

Ita lo. 1 

Aupst 1!, 1996 

~rE~fORANDUM TO: EDWIN EISENDRATH 

SUBJECT: 

CHAIRMAN, CHICAGO HOUSING AUfHORlTY 

APPROVAL TO SUBMIT 42.9 MILLION DOLLAR FUNDING 
REQUEST FOR PUBLIC HOUSING DEMOLmON, SITE 
REVITALIZATION AND REPLACEMENT HOUSING (HOPE VI 
PROGRAM) AT ABLA AND HENRY HORNER DEVELOP~fENTS 

The U.S. Department of Housina and Urban Development (HUD) announced in a Notice of 
Fund Availability (NOFA) dated July 22. 1996 that over $480 million in·fundina will be let 
uide for Public Housina demolition, site revitalizJtion and replacement bousina. hereafter 
referred to u the HOPE VI Proaram. A.IJy Public Housin1 Authority (PHA) that owns or 
operates 10,000 or more public housina units is eliaible to apply for up to and including $40 
million. The response to the NOFA is due on or before September 10, 1996. 

The Authority will be applying for the full42.9million dollars in tundin& to be divided between 
the ABlA and Henry Horner developments. This will respond to the NOFA's set-aside of units 
for the Gautreaux plaintiff. 1be HOPE VI grant will fund demolition, the capital costs of 
reconsuuction, rehabilitation and other physical improvements. the provision of replacement 
housing, management improvements, resident self-sufrtciency proarams aDd tenant-based 
assistance. At Henry Horner, this NOFA fuodina will help to further the plannina process 
initiated with the court ordered consent decree. At ABLA, this will fund the nrst phase of a 
comprehensive redevelopment plan that will talce place over the next five to ten years. 

This NOFA f\mdin& request is bein& prepared by Thomas J. Finerty, Sole Proprietor, who was 
approved by the Authority and the residents to provide strateaic plannina services for these two 
developments. 



. 
Patel APPROVAl • 0 StJBMrr 42.9 MILLION DOL ... ~ FtTNDlNG REQUEST 

FOR PUBLIC HOUSING DEMOLmON, SITE REVITALIZATION AND 
REPLACEMENT HOUSING (HOPE VI PROGRAM) AT ABLA AND ---­
HENRY HORNER DEVELOPMENI'S 

This resolution would approve the submission of the NOFA fundin1 request to the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development to obt1in fundin1 ror a HOPE VI annt at 
ABU\ and Henry Homer in the full amount of $42.9 m;uimto be divided between the two 
developments. In addition, this memonndum authorizes the Executive Director or his designee 
to execute any fonns, certificates or supponing documents necessary in order to submit said 
NOFA funding request and hereby directl staff to prepare and execute all documents relating 
to seekina approval of the same. - -

L 
J9{eph Shuldiner 
Executive Director 

SIGNED ORIGINAL COPY IS ENCLOSED IN THE ORIGINAL BINDER 
FOR ALBA HOMES 
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ApplicanURecipient 
Disclosure/Update Report 

U.S. O.p.r1ment of Houalng 
and Urb., Development 
Office ol Et'*=s 

1_ ·c:dcw\a. (See PIAllc Reporq ~I(~ Privacy Ac:t Stalementlnd detaled Ina~ on~ 4.) 
0...8~ No. 2S10.0011 (111). 31'3 1.98) 

• I Appl1canURtclpltnt Information lndleata whether thla Ia an Initial Report [iJ 
~~ N.,.. Addr-. end~ (1ndude area code) 

or an Update Report 0 
' SOdal Security Number or 

Employer 10 Number The Habitat Ca.pauy A. Reciver for The Chicago Housing Authority's 
Scattered Site Prograa 6-272-5259 (Habitat) 
350 W. Hubbard St . 

06 0 312 527-5400 
2. l'rojec:r Auislldlto be Assasltd (l'rojeci/Ac~vily name and/or numbet and 1ts loealion by SlrMI addr•s. City. and Star.) 

Developeent of replaceaent Housing units for 
Henry Borner Boaes (IL2-91) & Extension (IL2-35), Chicago IL for 150 
Brooks Eztension (IL2-31), Chiago, IL for 20 units 

Units 

3. Assistanca RequesltdiRtc:aivtd 4. HUO l'r091am 5. Alrloult RequesltdiR~ 

350 Replaceaent housing units under the Gautrea~ 1996 BOP! VI 
Consent Decree (Gautreauz) 

s 18,435,300 (Borner) 
24,483,250 (Brooks) 

Part II. Threshold Determinations- Applicants Only 

1. Ale you requesting HUO assistance for a specific project or activity, as provided by 2-4 CFA Part 12, Subpart 
C, and have you received, or can you reasonably expect to receive , an aggregate amount of all forms of covered 
assistance from HUO, States, and units of general local government, In excess of $200,000 during the Federal 
fiscal year (October 1 through September JO) in which the application is submitted? 

If Yes. you must complete the remainder of this report. 
i]ve• 

If No, you must sign the certification below and answer the next~ !J~ 
I hereby certify that this information Is true. (Signature) ---~-_._....;...........,-''4,KW""'~'-"""=-...:::.t...---- Data 9/4/96 

liJYe• 0 No 2. Is this application for a specific housing project that Involves other government assistance? 

If Yes, you must complete the remainder of this report. 

.r No, you must sign this certification. .// _ _....., ,1 / .. A-

I hereby certify that this Information is true. (Signature) __ ,.t.-L!LJ._oL-,;.;.,_.......,U~~•~ ... IU::I:;;::;.;.......;....~------
If your answers to both questions are No, you do not need to complete Parts Ill. IV, or V, but you must sign the 
certification at the end of the report. 

Part Ill. Other Government Assistance Provided/A 

Dale 9/4/96 

Je armeni/Stare.1..0CIII A Name and Addtea of Aallllnce tadiPrcMded 

(See CBA's fora detailing other assistance for thi particular projec • The assistance 
reported here is for funding aanaged by The Habit t Ca.paay as Recei,er for CBA's 
Scattered Site Prograa.) I j 
BUD CBA'S Scattered I Grants, LoaD8 $110,820,785 (Total 

lsite Prograa I dravs 1987-12/31/95) 
HUD-Set Aside(Gautreauz) IL06-P802-188 Public Bouaina Dev $30,000,000 

HUD-FY 95 Gautreauz IUDds IL06-P802-191 Replac~nt BouaiD $19,999,400 

BUD FY95 Public Boaina Dev. 
Funds 

:GNED ORIGINAL COPY IS 
._JCLOSED IN THE ORIGINAL 
~ INDER FOR ALBA HOMES 

IL06-P802-192 
IL06-P802-193 

Grant 
$ 9,137,750 
$16,216,250 

Lc. •· ·e other government assistance that is reportable In thl8 Part and In Part V, but thalia reported only In Part V? 

, .a ... . els no other government assistance, you must certify~'!~ 
Date 9/4/96 

No 

. hereby certify that this Information Is true. (Signalurt) L...1L../t. ,.Ga._ 

P-ae 
1 

of7 J tf l 
1o1m HUD-ZNO (3J92) 

rtf. Sao 102. HAA 1-: PL 101 · 235 



· --~----------------~--~--- ------~----------------~ S«unty ~ ar ry,. • q.~~~an 
I!~ ID ...._ In Pro,....·A~ 

The Habitat Ca~~pany •• Developae~t 
Manager/leceiver 36-272-5259 

SIGNED ORIGINAL COPY IS ENCLCSED 
IN THE ORIGINAL BINDER FOR A BA HOMES 

Develop.ent 
Manage .. nt Fee 

Approxia&tely 3% of 
T.DC of $42,918,550 • 

$1,287,557 

ou ~rti y lhat V1fl ~tnJUal' '"'• If there are no persons with a reportable financial Interest, y/ 'r r/~ Date 9/4/96 
1 hereby certify that this Information Is true. (Signature) form HUD-2tl0 (3112) 

P8ge 2 of 7 rei. S.O 102. HAA 1111: Pl.. 101 • 235 



Sourc:e 

*** See Part III of Fora BUD-2880 aub.Itted by CBA t. this applicatioa. *** 

II there are no sources of funds, you must eartHy that this lnfor~e·:-~ 
I hereby certify that this Information Is true. (Signature) ~ ~~ · Date 9/4/96 

u .. 

*** See Part III of Fora BUD 2880 subaitted by CBA iD this application. *** 

SIGNED ORIGINAL COPY IS ENCLOSED IN THE ORIGINAL BINDER FOR ALBA HOMES 

Date 9/4/96 
Certification 

Wamlng: If you knowingly make a false statem.nt on this form, you may~ subject to clvl or criminal p.naftles under Section 1001 of Title 1 a 
of the United States Code. In addition, any person who knowingly and materially violates any required dlldoaure ol lnlormaUon,lncluclng Intentional 
non-dlsdosure,ls subject to dVII money penalty not to excHCI $10,000 for eiCh violation. 

I certify thalthis Information I~ 

~·~naan /h/1 ~ 
Douglas 1. Woodworth, President, The Habitat C~any as laceiTer 

p.ge3 ot 7 
for CBA'• Scattered Site Progar. 

!43 
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Exhibit M: Required Certifications 

8. Evidence of Legal Eligibility. 

HUO Washington has informed us this form is not required with this application. 

9. Cooperation Agreement 

HUD Washington has informed us this form is not required with this application . 

• 

Exhibit M: Required Certiftcations 

·.J 



F. REPLACEMENT HOUSING 

1. FUNDING OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

The Chicago Housing Authority intends to Demolish 762 dwelling units in the Robert Taylor 
Homes, (IL2-37) at the following locations : 

5326 S. State St. 
5322 S. State St. 
5323 S. Federal St. 
5001 S. Federal St. 
5041 S. Federal St. 

The replacement units needed for the proposed demolition will take the fonn of new construction 
in vacant lots within the communities, rehabilitation of vacant properties within the community 
and Section 8 Certificates . 

The funding source will be from the Public Housing Demolition, Site Revitalization and 
Replacement Housing Grant (HOPE vn Fiscal Year 1996. To the extent that the funds are made 
available by HUD under the Section 8 Certificate, Rental Voucher, and/or Project Based 
Assistance Programs in connection with replacement housing under Section 18, the total number 
of additional units under the Public Housing Development application may be reduced 
commensurately. 

2. UNIT SIZE/TYPE 

The proposed replacement housing will consist of a variety of housing design types. The 300 off­
site units in the community (some mix of new construction and rehab) 300 units built back on-site 
as townhouses during the future application phase (phase 2-applied for) will need to be 3 
Bedrooms (about 60%) and 4 Bedrooms (21 %) and 2 Bedroom (17%). The current arrangement 
in the highrises only shows 1 Bedrooms as 2% . 

3. DEVELOPMENT METHOD 

The Authority intends to develop the new development replacement units through new construction 
utilizing a modified Turnkey Development method, wherein CHA will acquire the sites required 
for construction. 

4 . LOCATION OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

At Taylor the revitalization plan calls for the demolition in phases of five (5) buildings. 
Replacement housing would take the fonn of new construction on vacant lots in the community, . 

Ro/Hn Taylor Homes (1L2-37B) 
D~molition ApplictJlion 

Replllc~menl Hoaring 
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rehabilitation of apanments in vacant buildings in the community and Section 8 Cenificates . In 
addition to this ac~iv_ity _in the community (defined as Mid-South/Grand Boulevard/Washington 
Park) the same acuvtty ts expected to take place in .. non-impacted" Gautreaux neighborhoods. 

5. DEMOLITION/DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 

The following proposed schedule will serve as the timetable for the implementation of CHA's 
Replacement Housing Plan (RHP) in confonnance with 24 CFR 970 . ll(d) : 

REPLACEMENT HOUSING PLAN TIME TABLE 

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF MONTHS AFTER 
HUD APPROVAL OF DEMOLITION 

All residents relocated from the development 24 Months 

Identify sites for acquisition 12 Months 

Select design teams for new construction units 6 Months 

Sign contract for first new construction units 24 Months 

Sign contract for last new construction units 24 Months 

Occupancy (Date of Full Availability) 60 ~onths 

The Authority will develop the replacement housing to meet all time frames and requirements of 
the HUD Public Housing Development Handbook 7 417.1 REV -1 and related regulations. 

6. RESIDENT RELOCATION 

All tenants effected by the subject demolition will be relocated in accordm:e with HUD relocation 
requirements, and provided comparable housing in other CHA units. 

7. SITE AND NEIGHBORHOOD STANDARDS. 

The Chicago Housing Authority has included cenifications in the demolition application for the 
subject properties that it will comply with all applicable regulations and assist HUD in performing 
the required site and neighborhood reviews for all replacement housing sites. 

R~rr Taylor Horrws (JL2-37B) 
Dtmolition ApplicaJion 
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APPLICATION FOR OEMOLJTlON OF PARTIAL -2· 
LOW INCOME PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECT IL2·20 

Therefore. approval of this demolition request is vital to the 
Authority 's efforts to rebuild and extend the life of this public housing 
development through the reduction of housing density. 

The Demolition Plan and the actions proposed therein are in com­
pliance with applicable HUD regulations and : (1) the relocation 
resources are decent. safe and sanitary and affordable, (2) no 
demolition or disposition action shall take place until all displaced 
tenants have been successfully relocated, unless there is to be 
staged relocation and staged demolition or disposition, and (3) that 
PHA action is in compliance with applicable civil rights laws and 
compliance agreements. 

Should you have any further questions concerning this Application. 
please contact Lela J. Davis, Assistant to the Director, Construction 
Ma me t ivision at (312) 567-7861. 

i 
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3. DEvELOPMENT METHOD 

The Authority Intends to develop the 190 new development replacement units through 
new construction utilizing a modified Turnkey Development method, wherein CHA will 
acquire the sites required for construction. 

The additional 72 replacement units are part of the Authority's Urban Revitalization 
Demonstration program application, which permitted treatment of up to 500 units of 
distressed housing In one development. The Authority intends to combine its 
development and rental program in the Cabrinl area with a Mixed Income New 
Communities Strategy (MINCS) Program, as detailed in the URD application submitted 
to HUD on May 5, 1993. 

Replacement of these URD units in the Cabrlni Extension will be provided by a variety 
of means, including the development of new low-income units in multi-family housing 
complexes on existing large sites in the community surrounding area and in other 
areas throughout the city and suburbs; rehabilitated apartments In the Cabrlnl 
complex; renovated existing housing in th·e surrounding community; rental or purchase 
of housing in HUO, Fannie Mae, and Freddie Mac foreclosed or assigned properties 
through the Chicago metropolitan area. 

4. LOCATION OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

The proposed new units will be built on scattered sites in community areas around the 
Cabrlni-Green, and In other sites throughout the Chicago Metropolitan area, In 
accordance with _the Consent Decree (and subsequent orders) of the Gaurteaux 
litigation. All sites will be selected In accordance with the City of Chicago's 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). 

Of the 500 total URD units, the Authority plans to replace 285 by constructing new 
low-Income housing units on vacant land which presently exists In a one mile by three 
quarter mile area Immediately surrounding (and including) the Cabrini-Green complex. 
The proposed replacement housing will be matched with development or market rate 
units to promote and economic, racial and cultural mix. The areas bounded by North 
Avenue on the North; Wells Street on the East: Superior on the South; and Chicago 
River and Ha~ted on the West. 

The area contains over 40 acres of land, with about 25 acres of 62 percent already 
in public ownership by CHA, the Board of Education, or the City of Chicago. The 
remaining 16-plua acres of existing vacant land will be acquired on the open market 
at the fair market value or through eminent domain with court established 
com pen sa tion. 

25 
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The Ch~Hausing A~ 

May ... 1993 

Ms. Iauk:e Rattley 
Director 
Office of Con.strudion, R.ebabilitatioo 
and Maintenance 

U.S. Deputme:nt of Housin& and Urban Development 
•51 Seventh St. N. W. 
Room 4138 
WubinJtDil, DC_ 20410 

I am pleased to forward to you the Chia&o Housin& Autbority' s applk:ation !or 
tundin& under the Urban Revitalization Demonstration Propam. 

We are requestin& $50,000,000 to help support a revitalizarioa plan Cor tbe 
Cabrini-Oteen public: housin& development and, specific:aily' tbe Cabrini 
Extension community. 

In budptin& for this comprehensive ptoa;tam, we have allocaled 80 percent of the. 
proposed fundin& for hard, or coostructian-related costs, and 20 percent for 
supportive services and the community service proaram. 

Cabrini-Oreen is well known both in Chia&o and across the country as an 
example of the devutation created by aXJCeD~ and iJolaled poverty in 1 

distressed public housin& community. Tbrou&h this ptopam, we hope to make 
it a ftldona1 model for what public housin& can become throu&h the support and 
coopel'2tioil of residents, local aovemment, local }Mtsillfi,WS and concerned 
citizens. 

'lblllk you twx- your consideration. Please feel ~ to coatact · me or Kristin 
~son at (312) 791-8Sl3 if you mould have any questions or need additiOnal 
infomwion • 

. Sincerely, 

~~rA!ri:J 
Robert D. Whitfield . 

. / 

1 Chief Operatin1 Officer 
EXHIBIT 

I 3 
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: ) CHA ptopose:s to replace~ very low income unit that is lost as a result of either clearance 

or MINCS activity after rehabilitation. Since the buildin&s Rf9J)Oy4 for such treatment are 

~ 
-? 

' eitbcr alrrady completely vanint or only partially occuPied· mom rcplarrment uniq will be made 

avail3ble prior to relq;ati90 than the number of residents affected under the plan. As of 

February, 1993, the structures in the Fundin& Area contained 296 occupied units and CHA is 

proposin& to replace 690 units of housin&. The~ number of houxholcb affected will be 

dependent upon the number of units occupied at the point that the proaram is funded and ready 

to ~- CHA Win offe:rreloc:ation to all leaseholders affected by this plan in. full compliance 

with applicable laws and rqulationa. 

5.l · Demolidon and Replacement Housin1 

Remonl of StruCtures 

-CHA ptuposes to clear three (3) of the four (4) structures in the fundin& area for a net removal 

of 660 units. It is noted that 398 units are located in two vacant and closed structures and the 

third structure is only putially occupied. CHA proposes to provide one for one replacement 

housinl_tof _every hOUsini Unit ~olished. CHA recopizes that the URD Jl'lftl i.s limitecf tO . 
,..-"' 

~t of SOO units and proposes to supplement the demonsuation with Comprehensive Grant 

fundin& for tbe demolition of the additional 160 units. 

Dnelopmeat or New Housi.qiMlNCS 

CHA projects that a total of 690 low income units will ~ removed by a combination of 

clearance (660 units) and conversion of some rehabilitated units to mixed income usage (30 units 

57 



MINCS). Since the URD rqulations limit eligibility to 500 units for fundinc. CHA p~ 

to fund the replacen1ent of the additional 190 low income units required with the use of Public 

Housina Development funds from a set aside under a Federal Court Order in the Gautreaux Cue 

or from Public Housin& Development Fundin& (which CHA will seek under a pendina HUD 

NOFA), or a combination of both, dependent upon funding availability. Exhibit 12 summarizes 

the replacement needs and source of fundin& for the replacement housing. The replacement units 

will be provided throop a variety of means, includina: development of new low-income units 

in multi·family housina complexes on existin& Iar&e sites in the sunoundin& community; 

development of sin&le family and 2 to 4 unit clusters in the surroundin& area, city wide, and the 

suburbs; rehabilitated apartments in the Cabrini complex; renovated existin& housing in the 

surroundin& community; rental or apartments in the Near North and downtown area; and rental 

or purclwe of housin& in HUD, Fannie Mae, and Freddie Mac forec:lo$ed or assicned property 

tflrouahout the Chic:qo Mc:uopolitan Area. 

Also, Section 8 certificates will be made available to residents · to aid in relocation. These 

certificates will be from· the· special--set aside for this pf'OI1'll1\ which ·will not require persons 

reJocare('to wait on any list. The plan for their use is ~ore fully described later in this 

narrative. If the number of relocated leaseholders who wish to obtain a Section 8 certificate is 

pater thaft the number set aside, a lottery will be conducted to determine the recipients. 

f 

No demolition of any unig will occur yntil alllr;as;holdea of the tirJetcd buildjncs have been 

relocated and are actually Uvjn& jn rwlacement unjts. 
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Robert Taylor Homes . 8 

EXHIBIT A STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES AND GOALS 

The State Street Corridor, known locally as Chicago's "other magnificent mile" contains 8.215 units of public 

housing concentrated in five high-density housing developments that form the western border of the Mid­

South community . Utilizing the HOPE VI Program, the Chicago Housing Authority has elected to choose two 

of their State Street developments: Dearborn Homes and Robert Taylor Homes as the sites for redevelopment. 

This plan to revitalize Dearborn Homes and Robert Taylor Homes - B complements efforts currently underway 

by local community organizations and institutions to revitalize the neighborhood while simultaneously 

maintaining a housing stock that is affordable for all income groups. The Mid South Strategic Development 

Plan· Restoring Bronzeyjlle, is a document recently prepared via a joint public-private-community effort. The 

Plan recognizes the contributions this area has made to Chicago's history. Using this theme. community 

groups are begining to implement various projects. This Plan's recommendations specific to the State Street 

Corridor are included in Section 1.2 .b - Letters of Support. 

In addition to redeveloping public housing, the corridor's HOPE VI Redevelopment Plan represents an effort 

for residents to participate in the revitalization efforts underway in the greater Mid-South community. Under 

this application, more than 887 units of public housing will be demolished for the State Street corridor. 

Through this HOPE VI Redevelopment Plan, CHA together with the residents of Robert Taylor Homes - B will: 

AI Change the physic11/ sh11pe of public housing, through the selective demolition of several buildings at key 

locations on the site. This will occur in two phases which are discussed in Exhibit C. There are benchmarks 

which must be achieved with each component of the plan. Clearance of this land will provide new jobs in 

a new industrial park; and better quality housing, in the form of 250 - 300 new and rehabilitated units 

located off-site. Rehabilitating abandoned apartment buildings and constructing new townhouse units on 

blocks where vacant lots proliferate will help stabilize the area. 

Bl Establish positi~ incentives for resident self-sufficiency, by assessing the existing service providers to 

better match resident needs, and establishing the CHA Family Investment Center that will coordinate current 

family support services with job training needs of future employers located in the new industrial park. 

Residents will also be able to enroll in a construction training program targeted for the rehabilitation and new 

construction of off-site replacement units. 

Cl Enforce tough expectations through strict occup11ncy 11nd eviction rules. A major component of the 

Redevelopment Plan is the establishment of a new Orientation Program for those residents choosing to remain 

as well as others selecting Section 8. All affected residents will be assessed in terms of their past record as 

STATE STREET CORRIDOR HOPE VI APPLICATION - Chic11go Housing Authority 
September 10, 1996 A- 1 



Robert Taylor Homes- 8 

a " good tenant" . This assessment will determine whether a tenant pays their rent and utility bills regularly 

over the period of one year, does not exhibit "anti-social" behavior and engages in activities that promote the 

general welfare of other residents at the development (i.e., community service). 

0) Lesssn concentrations of poverty, by reducing the density of dwelling units from 2.400 to 1 ,610 over five 

years and by rehabilitating or constructing 250 to 300 units off-site as partial replacement housing scattered 

throughout the greater Mid-South community. The development of a new industrial park, construction of a 

new medical/commercial shopping center and re-establishment of the City's street grid system, all serve to 

end the isolation of public housing residents from the rest of the neighborhood and make a more complete 

community. 

El Forge partnerships, by identifying additional resources available to residents transitioning out of the 

neighborhood and available to residents choosing to remain. Specifically, the Family Investment Center and 

new Empowerment Zone programs focusing on Robert Taylor Homes residents will address the 

comprehensive social needs of this population. Other mechanisms such as Tax Increment Financing and 

various City of Chicago development programs can be targeted towards residential and non-residential 

redevelopment components of the plan. 



Robert Taylor Homes . 8 

Zone funding for the rehabilitation of the former Charles Hayes Center. The Center w ill house numerous soc1al 

service programs and become a one-stop center dedicated to family support known as the Family Investment 

Center . Th is bu ilding will be located in the neighborhood at 48th and Wabash, two blocks from the Site 's 

residential component. 

3. On-Sjte Replacement Housing 

There is no on-site replacement housing proposed in this application. As part of Phase 2, and under a future 

NOFA, the CHA will apply for 300 on-site replacement units to be constructed following the demol it ion of th e 

remain ing buildings after Phase 1. 

4 . Otf-Sjte Replacement Housing 

This application proposes the rehabilitation/new construction of 250-300 units of housing off-site. The housing 

stock located in the immediate area of the Mid South community comprises a mixture of medium sized 

abandoned 3-story buildings of 1 8 to 24 units and number two and three-flat greystone and bungalow 

structures. (See photographs at the back of this exhibit) . In addition, there are presently 267 vacant parcels 

owned by the City of Chicago in the Mid-South community . The plan recommended for off-site replacement 

housing is to develop half the units as new construction and half as rehabilitation. In the case of new 

construction, sites should be scattered throughout the greater community between Cermak and 67th Street, 

the lakefront to Halsted Street. Rehabilitated buildings designated should allocate no more than 20- 25% 

of their finished units for public housing residents. Both approaches are structured to enhance the current 

trend in this community towards full revitalization while maintaining a stock of affordable housing. 

5. Sectjon 8 Certificates Used fgr Replacement Hgysjog 

The Chicago Housing Authority has applied for 762 Section 8 Certificates under their Vacancy Reduction Plan , 

to cover the five buildings proposed for demolition under the HOPE VI plan. Tenant-based assistance in the 

form of Section 8 relocation assistance to families living in these units has been applied for under a separate 

application submitted on September 5; 1 996 - the Section 8 NOFA. 

6. Neceuorv Sit• Acgujsjtfons 

It is anticipated that vacant land, presently owned by the City of Chicago, will be used for the majority of the 

new construction activity . The City has a limited supply of vacant buildings, however, a good number of 

STATE STREET CORRIDOR HOPE VI APPLICATION - Chicago Housing Authority 
September 10, 1996 C-3 



Robert Taylor B 

EXHIBIT D. APPLICATION FOR NEW CONSffiUCTION 

1. Comparison of Construction Costs 

The redevelopment plan for Robert Taylor Homes recommends demolition of the five buildings. over 
rehabilitation in place. A comparison of the costs associated with rehabbing the five buildings and the costs 
associated with acquiring vacant parcels for the construction of 250 new replacement units is detailed on 
the following page. The rehabilitation cost of the five buildings is estimated at $46,625 ,000 or S59.000 per 
dwelling unit versus $28,000,000 for new construction of 250 single family homes (at an average cost of 
$114,000/3 bedroom home). 

In terms of multi-family properties of 4 units or more, there are only 14 available, with an average sale price 
of $308,850. These 14 buildings represent a total of 180 dwelling units. The Multiple Listing Service (MLS) 
search for the area between 39th and 67th Streets, the Dan Ryan Expressway and Cottage Grove Avenue 
revealed a total of 15 units ofhousing available ofth,ree units or less. These buildings have an average sale 
price of $89,693 as-is. 

2. Certification of Sufficient Housing Available to Accommodate Replacement Units 

Grand Boulevard has ample vacant lots and abandoned buildings that can provide affordable, low density 
housing options for residents and which could serve as construction training sites for Taylor residents 
interested in participating in that jobs program. There are only 4 privately listed vacant lots in the MLS and 
these sell for an average price of $12,289; however, the City of Chicago lists more than 267 vacant parcels 
between 39th and 57th Streets alone. 

3. CHA Acceptance of Funds for Acquisition and Rehabilitation Over New Construction 

CHA will accept acquisition of existing housing or acquisition and rehabilitation if HUD determines the 
CHA certification of insufficient housing does not support approval of new construction. 

Date: 9- ?:' 7 b Signed: 
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EXHIBIT H. CAPABILITY 

Since taking control of the CHA in 1 995, the new management team has overhauled the operat1ons 

of this troubled agency. Rent collection is up by 60%; evictions for both non payment of rent and cr immal 

act ivity (One Strike You ' re Out) are up by 35% ; administrative costs are down by 20% ; rehabilitation of 

vacant units has increased by 50%; and inspection of existing stock is 100% complete. 

1. Redevelopment Efforts: 

One element of CHA' s new mission is a commitment to revitalize several developments . An important 

example is the $50 million HOPE VI Cabrini-Green plan. Implementation of CHA's original plan (w h1ch 

included demolition of 660 units and construction of 493 replacement units) was stalled due to the inability 

to identify sufficient land and the private financing. The new CHA management team jump-started the 

program by demolishing two vacant high-rises and issuing an RFP to identify a qualified developer. The CHA 

also initiated a dialogue w ith the City of Chicago. The result was the announcement in July, 1996 of a five-

six year comprehensive neighborhood redevelopment plan, which includes approximately 2,000 new mixed 

income housing units (650 public housing replacement units), a new police station, new schools, a new 

library and new commercial/retail establishments. Demolition has also been significantly expanded. 

The CHA is also pursuing a comprehensive revitalization effort at the Henry Horner Homes. Pursuant 

to a federal court ordered Consent Decree, the CHA will invest over $74 million (camp grant, gautreaux set-

aside HUD development funds, City infrastructure contributions) in the revitalization of Horner. To date, CHA 

has demolished 347 units; begun rehabilitation of 109 units and construction of 56 units. In 1995 the 

residents of the Darrow Homes development agreed with the CHA that $8.5 in MROP funds would be 

converted from rehabilitation funds to new construction funds and that their four high rises be demolished. 

The CHA has worked closely with re~idents to develop a plan for the redevelopment of their community. 

At present, the plan calls for the demolition of 480 units to be replaced by 120 units on-site. In July, 1996, 

demolition of the first high rise was begun. 
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consulted quite closely in developing plans. Several meetings have been held with resident leaders as well 

as with building residents to discuss the plan and its implementation. Resident support and involvement will 

greatly facilitate the implementation of the plan. Third, the CHA and the planning consultants have also met 

w ith numerous community representatives and City of Chicago officials to discuss the proposed revitalization 

plan. These individuals and organizations have expressed their interest in working with the CHA to foster 

the speedy implementation of the plan. 

5. PRIOR EXPERIENCE in FINANCING/LEVERAGING/PARTNERSHIP 

At each of its redevelopment projects described above, the CHA is pursuing innovative financ ing 

models and working to promote public private partnerships. The CHA is committed to using federal dollars 

to leverage funding and support from the private market as well as other City agencies. 

6. Receivership 

HUD is legally responsible for the operations of the Authority through the person of the Secretary' 

qepresentative-who acts as CHA Chairman. In its Scattered Site turnkey development program and in some 

components of the Henry Horner redevelopment program, the CHA has been assisted by the Habitat 

Company, the court appointed ·development receiver. 

7. PROPOSED STAFFING 

The Redevelopment Plan at Robert Taylor - 8 will come under the oversight of the Redevelopment 

Division, headed by Andrew Rodriguez. Mr. Rodriguez has been at the Authority for over eight years and has 

been most recently the Director of Modernization and Construction Management. Prior to coming to the 

Authority, Mr. Rodriguez worked with HUD in a variety of capacities relative to housing finance, maintenance 

and development. It is anticipated that a program manager will be hired to administer the Robert Taylor - 8 

Revitalization program. This individual will be expected to have planning experience, familiarity with the 

community in which Robert Taylor - B is located, etc. It is also expected that the planning consultant 

engaged to initiate the planning process will be retained to provide additional detail to the plan. 
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EXHIBIT L -RESOLUTION OF LITIGATION 

Not Applicable for this HOPE VI Application 

• 
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REPLACEMENT HOUSING BY BEDROOM SIZE 

BUILDING ADDRESS 1- BR 2-BR 3-BR 4-BR TOTAL 

1158 N. Cleveland* ~ 13 12 1 30 
' 

136 
I 

1150-1160 N. Sedgwick : 110 112 
I 
' 4 262 

I I 

1157-1159 N. Cleveland 18 I 56 58 ;4 136 

1117-1119 N. Cleveland** 36 ' 110 112 14 262 
I 
' 

TOTAL 94 289 294 113 690 

* These units are replaced due to leasing to families at 50-80% of median income, not 
demolition. Total building count is 65 units of which 5 units will become non­
residential common area, 30 units will be leased to existing public housing residents 
and 30 units will be leased to public housing eligible tenants with incomes at 50% to 
80% of median. 

* * Of the 262 replacement units for 1117-1119 N onh Oeveland, 72 will be replaced with 
Bond proceeds and 190 will be replaced with Public Housing Development Program 
funds . 

E. DEVELOPMENT METHOD 

The units will be developed under the modified "Turnkey Method", pursuant to 
contracts between CMHDC and qualified developers. Properties will be acquired by 
CMHDC before completion of the necessary construction or rehabilitation and, subject to 
appropriate assurances of completion by the developer, CMHDC would draw on the Bond 
proceeds to pay the costs of completing the project. Each project will be undertaken 
pursuant to a proposal from a qualified developer, such proposal to be approved by CMHDC 
and by the Program Manager. It is assumed that the Program Manager will be acceptable to 
HUD as such fiduciary for CMHDC. It is contemplated that to qualify for the Program, a 
developer would have to be a joint venture between a non-profit sponsor and an experienced 
fmanc ially sound for-profit entity. 

F. LOCATION OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

The replacement units will be developed in five separate mixed income Developments, 
as preliminarily depicted on the Preliminary Phase I Site Plans and filed under separate 
cover as pan of this presentation. All sites will comply with applicable HUD requirements, 
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the City of Chicago Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) . and the 
locational requirements of the Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authoriry litigation. or 
waivers thereof will be sought. 

G. DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 

The units will be developed in accordance with the Plan for Implementation 
timeframe..; and schedule incorporated in the Revised Plan. The preliminary schedule, which 
is subject to change and will be refined in connection with the finalization of the 
Supplemental Replacement Housing Plan by May 15, 1995, is as follows : 

HUD approves Revised Plan and Program April 1995 

Bonds are issued July 1995 

RFPs for housin2 develooers are advertised July 1995 

Developers are selected AU2USt 1995 

Construction/rehabilitation begins Seotember 1995 

Occupancy December 1996 
through 
December 1998 

H. RELOCATION PLAN 

The Revised Plan will comply with the provision of Article IV, paragraph 3, and 
Article XVI. paragraph 11 of the Implementation Grant Agreement Two HOPE VI 
Buildings. 1150-1160 Nonh Sedgwick and 1158 North Cleveland are currently 75% to 80% 
occupied. 

The occupied buildings will require relocation of all residents. CHA management and 
CMHDC will work jointly to relocate or transfer residents in accordance with the relocation 
outline and in compliance with all outstanding laws and regulations including the Uniform 
Relocation Act. 

The relocation process will occur in two phases. 1158 Nonh Oeveland will be the 
first relocation site, followed by the relocation of the residents of 1150-1160 Nonh 
Sedgwick. Three primary relocation options will be offered to residents. They include: 
Section 8 (permanent option), transfer to CHA Scattered Sites (permanent option) and 
transfer to other suitable CHA units. either in Cabrini-Green or other CHA developments 
(temporary option). 

The relocation process began with a general relocation meeting held on March 8. 
1995. During the meeting, residents were presented information concerning the various 

-11-



Dearborn Homes 

room . laundry room and building support spaces for mechanical equipment. trash collection, res1dent 

mailboxes and reception desk. The 6-story buildings will provide additional community space by convert
1
ng 

former dwelling units to common areas for tenant storage, social service agencies and/or resident businesses. 

A space for future laundry rooms will to allocated with proper plumbing and electricity prov ided for installation 

of future additional laundry rooms in the 6-story buildings (See "Proposed Ground Floor Plan" included at the 

end of this exhibit) . In addition to building community space, the redeveloped Dearborn Homes site will have 

designated locales for garden_s and playlets and funding is expected from the Chicago Park District for 

renovation /enlargement of the Williams Park Field House. 

3. On-Sjte Replacement Housjng 

In place of one of the proposed buildings for demolition (2971 S. Federal). a new 80-unit ( 1 Bedroom) building 

w ill be constructed for senior citizens. Dearborn Homes has a number of current residents over the age of 

60 (60 people) and 27 residents between the ages of 55 and 59. The creation of a state of the art building, 

w ill provide better opportunities for managers to match unit size with household size. and provide seniors 

choosing to remain at Dearborn Homes. with the opportunity to move into housing_ best suited to their physical 

needs. The new building will lessen the concentrations of poverty by marketing the units to eligible residents 

w1thin and outside of Dearborn Homes (i.e., to the congregations of area churches). 

4 . Off-Site Replacement Housing 

There is no off-site replacement housing proposed under this application for revitalization. 

5. Section 8 Cenjfiea111 Used fgr B'Aiacement Housing 

The Chicago Housing Authority applied on September 5, 1995, for 96 Section 8 certificates under the Section 

8 NOFA recently released by HUO. Results of a CHA Housing Choice Survey conducted in early June. revealed 

a 45% preference among residents of Dearborn Homes for Section 8 as their first housing choice preference. 

However. resident leadership believes that more people would choose to stay at Dearborn once some of the 

components of the Redevelopment Plan are in place. Therefore, the CHA is only requesting Section 8 
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F. BEPLACMENT HOUSING 

Robert Taylor Homes is one of the largest distressed public housing development in the 
country . It houses 4231 dwelling units on 92 acres of land creating an unbalanced 
proportion of 46 units per acre. It is one of five developments which comprise '"the 
State Street Corridor," the nation's largest and most densely populated continuous 
stretch of public housing. 

In our comprehensive efforts to begin the revitalization of the Robert Taylor Homes 
and community it is mandatory that Df-dtnsijfctJtion ~ur. 1t is for that reason No 
ntw replllcemtllt housing is being proposed in thi.s applictJtion. 

Although this demolition application is being submitted independently its intent and 
direction are consistent and coordinated with the revitalization concepts of our HOPE 
VI submission. 

RoiHrr Taylor Hoi'MS (a..22-37A) 
3919 S. Ftthrai Sl. 
Dtmolitioll Application 



Joseph Sbu..ldmer 
£ua,t1W Dir«tor 

£uo,tiw Committft 
Ro$i11D.a Marquez 
Artensa RaDdolph 
Timothy VI . Vlricht m 
Dr. Mildred Harris 

Ed Moses 
DrpNry £:uamw 
Dirrctor for OJmm~mity 
Rt/;uumJ & lnwlwmn~t 

John Ndsoc 
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The Chicago Housing Authority 

September 9. 1996 

Mr. Richard B. Kruschke 
Director 
Office of Public Housing, Illinois 

State Office 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Room 2401 
Chicago, Illinois 60604.-3507 

Dear Mr. Kruschke: 

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR PARTIAL DEMOLmON OF LOW 
INCOME PUBLIC HOUSING - HENRY HORNER 
HOMES, PROJECT NO. IU-19 

This correspondence is written to transmit the Chicago Housing Authority's 
(CHA's) formal "Application for Panial Demolition of Low Income Public 
Housing - Henry Homer Homes, Project No. IU-19", to your office for 
approval. The Application requests that the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) grant approval for demolition of 465 units at tbe 
following buildings in the Henry Homer Homes Development: 

120 N. Hermitage/111 N. Wood Street 
141 N. Wolcott/1847 W. Lake Street 

234 Units 
231 Units 

Tbe Application bas been prepared in compliaDce with 24 CFR part 970, 
Public Housing Program - Demolition or Disposition of Public Housing 
Projects; HUD Notice Plli 93-17 and 57 FR 46074, Requirements Relating 
to tbe Resideru Organizations' OpportUnity to Purchase Developmeru 
Proposed for Demolition. 

W WeR Jacboa lou.levard • Chicqo, IDIDcMI 60661·581• Telepboae (JU) 791-1501 
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Page 2 9/9/96 Letter to Richard Kruschke, Director, Office of Public Housing, Illinois 
Swe Office, HUD • Application for Partial Demolition of Low Income Public 
Hou.sina • Henry Homer Homes Development, Project No . lU·19 

These buildings are being proposed for demolition due to their physical condition as well as de­
densification of the developrneru. Approval of this demolition request is vital to the Authority's 
efforts to rebuild and extend the life of this public housing development throu&h the reduction 
of housing density . 

The Demolition Plan and the actions proposed therein are in compliance with applicable HUD 
regulations and the PHA' s action is in compliance with applicable civil riJbts laws aDd 
compliance agreements. 

Should you have any funber questions cooceming the Application, please contact Andrew 
Rodriguez, Director, Redevelopmeru Division at (312) 791·8SOO, extension 4S01. . _ .. . 
Sincerely, 

' 

.'t,L~ /i~.J~" ' 
1 John Nelson 

Deputy Executive Director, Operations 

Enclosure 

JN/AR/ds ............. 
A:RKDEMHH/EPH6 



4. LOCATION OF REPLACEMENT UNITS 

In accordance with the Comprehensive Revitilization Plan currently under way at the Composite 
Homer Development, replacement Housing will consist of; rehabilitated units on site, new 
construction units on site and new units built at Scattered sites under the Gautreaux Decree . 

5. DEMOLITION/DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 

The following proposed schedule will serve as the timetable for the implementation of CHA's 
Replacement Housing Plan (RHP) in conformance with 24 CFR 970.11(d): 

REPLACEMENT HOUSING PLAN TIME TABLE 

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF MONTHS AFfER 
HUD APPROVAL OF DEMOLITION 

All residents relocated from the development 24 Months 

Identify sites for acquisition 12 Months 

Select design teams for new construction units 6 Months 

Sign contract for first new construction units 24 Months 

Sign contract for last new construction units 24 Months 

Occupancy (Date of Full Availability) 60 Months 

The Authority will develol' the replacement housing to meet all time frames and requirements of 
the HUD Public Housing Development Handbook 7417.1 REV-1 and related regulations. 

6. RESIDENT RELOCATION 

All tenants effected by the subject demolition will be relocated in accordance with HUD relocation 
requirements, and provided comparable housing in other CHA units. 

7. SITE AND NEIGHBORHOOD STANDARDS. 

The Chicago Housing Authority has included certifications in the demolition application for the 
subject properties that it will comply with all applicable regulations and assist HUD in performing 
the required site and neighborhood reviews for all replacement housing sites. 

Hor-Mr Hom~s (IL2-19) 
D~molirion Applicarion 


